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ABSTRACT
The South Carolina Lowcountry is replete with cultural landscapes, each one
featuring a unique collection of natural and cultural resources. These resources are
valuable for their environmental and cultural heritage, a heritage which defines and
benefits the communities who call the Lowcountry home. This study presents a
comparative analysis of public and private land management organizations operating in
the South Carolina Lowcountry. The purpose of this study is to compare how public and
private organizations are currently managing natural and cultural resources on cultural
landscapes that they protect and oversee. The history of federal and private land
management was investigated to provide foundational data about the policies or
guidelines that currently inform public and private organizations’ management strategies.
A sample of individuals from public and private organizations were surveyed and
interviewed to gather data that could be compared for the purpose of distinguishing
between management practices that each type of organization implements. This
comparative analysis found that overall, public and private organizations manage their
natural and cultural resources in separate ways, using different types of guidelines,
management practices, and resource allocation to conserve natural and cultural resources.
This project is significant because it marks the first of these studies executed in the
Lowcountry.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

During the summer of 2021, the Caw Caw Interpretive Center experienced two
major failures to their wetland impoundment system, which serves as a habitat for
waterfowl and a landscape feature used for the study of the property’s colonial plantation
period. The system, composed of a series of reservoirs, canals, earthen banks, and drains,
was initially fashioned by enslaved laborers for the production of rice during the early
colonial period at Caw Caw. An integral part of this impoundment system are a series of
rice trunks installed at various points within the earthen banks. These modern trunks,
whose historic counterparts were used for the rice growing process, are now used to
maintain water levels necessary for the conservation of the wetland habitats of
endangered waterfowl species.
The earth that formed the surrounding side boundaries of two of Caw Caw’s rice
trunks had been noticeably deteriorating prior to the summer of 2021, and with the
influence of water and severe degree of soil erosion, two of the rice trunks failed, only a
few months apart. The questions that arose from the rice trunk failures revolved around
gathering funds to repair the trunks and completing repairs before more of the
surrounding landscape became compromised. Another, more understated question arose
from this problem: what should the balance between making the necessary repairs to the
rice trunks for the retention of the wetland habitats and retaining the integrity of the
park’s historic 18th century impoundment features look like? Within this one feature of
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Caw Caw’s landscape lay a juxtaposition of two types of resources, natural and cultural,
and the specialized work necessary to preserve both at the same time.
This question evolved beyond the singular issue of Caw Caw’s rice trunks and
became the foundation for this study. Natural and cultural resources exist together on
landscapes in the South Carolina Lowcountry and are assessed and managed by a variety
of public and private organizations. In the 2018 Charleston County comprehensive plan,
natural and cultural resources are included in separate sections. Natural resources are
defined in the plan as resources that provide a “significant contribution” to the county,
and that the purpose of the chapter is to promote the protection of “natural environments,
habitats, and wildlife…[the] unique natural characteristics of the County that contribute
to the County’s identity and quality of life…” for county residents.1 Meanwhile, the
chapter for cultural resources describes them as a “legacy of historic properties, scenic
roadways, and historic rural landscapes” that compose the county’s cultural heritage, and
that there is a greater need for “the importance of history and natural beauty” to become
more publicly acknowledged.2 The separation of resources through the descriptive
language, defined purposes, and suggested practices of the comprehensive plan shows a
broader separation of the ways in which natural and cultural resources are interpreted and
managed by people in the Lowcountry.
This study will conduct a comparative analysis of public and private organizations
to uncover how each are currently managing natural and cultural resources in the

1

“Charleston County Comprehensive Plan,” Charleston County Zoning and Planning Department,
Charleston County, South Carolina, 2018, 73.
2
“Charleston County Comprehensive Plan,” 85.
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Lowcountry. To answer this question, a sample of public and private organizations were
surveyed and interviewed to gather data showing various degrees of similarities and
differences between the two. The intention behind this study is to compare current data
about public and private management practices in the Lowcountry, how that data has
been impacted by or evolved from historic precedents, and what the degrees of separation
are between the management practices of private and public organizations.
Readers will first be introduced to precedent information in the Literature Review
chapter regarding the establishment of the “cultural landscape” as its own historically
significant genre within the collection of historic resources, the establishment of federal
acts like the National Historic Preservation Act and publications like the Wildlife
Management in the National Parks, and the creation of private landowner groups tasked
with preserving pre-Civil War natural and cultural resources for the benefit of hunters.
This chapter shows the continued progression of organizational influence and acquisition
of landscapes by both public and private organizations into the 1990s and early 2000s.
The methodology explained in chapter three was used for collecting the survey
and interview data necessary to provide readers with a foundational understanding of the
types of questions asked, their purpose within the data, and the resulting collected
aggregate data. Survey questions were a blend of quantitative and qualitative, with
qualitative questions phrased to produce numerical data that could be quantifiable.
Interview questions were qualitative and were inductively coded to produce measurable
aggregate data after collection. The combination of the survey and interview data

3

provided responses that showed a wide variety of organizational responses to questions
about resource types, allocation of resources, and perceptions of landscapes.
The results of the comparative analysis of the collected data from surveys and
interviews are discussed in chapter four. Public and private organizational data is
analyzed and compared in detail. The results from this chapter show that public and
private organizations manage their natural and cultural resources in distinct ways, and
that they have different ways of producing management guidelines and allocating
resources. The majority of public organizations represented in this data separate their
natural and cultural resource management, maintain separate resource management
guidelines, and have separate guidelines and separate personnel performing management
duties for each resource. In comparison, public organizations represented in the data
manage their natural and cultural resources together but have separate personnel
performing management duties for each resource and tend to prioritize natural resources
over cultural resources. This study concludes with intended organization responses to the
data, recommendations for how this study can be used by professionals in the natural and
cultural resource fields, and areas of further research that were not included in this study
but are identified as valuable for future studies.

4

CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW

To understand current cultural landscape management practices within public and
private organizations, it is important to understand how cultural landscapes evolved
conceptually and how their emergence as a landscape typology resulted in the formation
of organizations specifically created for landscape preservation and resource
management. These organizations, which include both private and federal groups, created
management strategies that were implemented and evaluated from the beginning of the
twentieth century and onward. As the concept of cultural landscapes emerged and grew,
both public and private organizations began addressing questions of how to interpret,
engage with, and manage them. Early federal management aims included preserving the
buildings, sites, districts, and objects deemed integral to the narrative of American
history. As the federal government gained control over multiple varieties of cultural
landscapes to add to their preservation aims, their ability to distinctly define each type of
landscape became more difficult, and management policies subsequently blurred the
ways in which natural and cultural resources on cultural landscapes were interpreted and
managed.

The Cultural Landscape Typology
Understanding the evolution of the intersection of natural and cultural resource
management begins with defining a type of landscape that incorporates both of these
resources: the cultural landscape. The National Park Service defines a cultural landscape
as “...a geographic area, including both cultural and natural resources and the wildlife or

5

domestic animals therein, associated with a historic event, activity, or person or
exhibiting other cultural or aesthetic values.”3 This definition broadly categorizes cultural
landscapes as places that blend both the natural environment and the ways in which
humans have interacted with and shaped the land. Based on this definition, there are a
variety of landscapes that can be considered cultural landscapes, including historic sites,
districts, parks, and others. However, the inclusion of so many distinct types of
landscapes within this broad definition complicates the management of resources, as each
landscape encompasses multiple different types of natural and cultural resources that all
require different management plans. This National Park Service definition of a cultural
landscape can continue to be used, despite the complication of resource management, due
to its broad application across a large number of federal acts like the National Historic
Preservation Act, its usage in State Historic Preservation Office undertakings, and its
usage in documents and reports generated for Cultural Resource Management projects.
Cultural landscapes have not always been understood as an independent landscape
typology. In the early 20th century, geographers, landscape architects, and historians all
had separate thoughts about the relationship between human beings and the natural
environment. Scholars coming from an environmental determinism perspective stated
that the environment was the prevalent force which dictated settlement and cultural
evolution for humans and that factors like climate and geography determined the ways in

3

Birnbaum, Charles A., “Protecting Cultural Landscapes: Planning, Treatment, and Management of
Historic Landscapes, Preservation Briefs 36, 1994, 1.
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which people groups established communities with cultural identities.4 Definitions of
what constituted a “landscape” were formed from these ideas. In 1925, geographer Carl
Sauer challenged his contemporaries by stating that landscapes were equally shaped by
the environment and human forces. Landscapes were a “palimpsest of past human
presence,” places that integrated multiple generations of human civilization into one
place.5 Sauer believed that cultural landscapes were distinct from other types of
landscapes due to changes that were caused by humans altering the physical landscape.
He asserted that cultural landscapes were a form of natural landscape that were molded
by human interaction in such a way that they derived their significance from those human
actions and were forever changed by them.
Students following Sauer continued in this new approach to landscape and
geographic philosophy, expanding on the idea of cultural landscapes as their own
typology and incorporating traditions like anthropology and preservation into discussions
about how to analyze and interpret landscapes. Scholars attempted to understand cultural
landscapes and generated varying methodologies for identifying them. They started to
connect tangible landscape features with cultural heritage, examining patterns of
movement, settlement, and the “morphology of the land” to discern how people groups’
cultural identities led to the establishment of different cultural landscapes.6 William G.

4

Riesenweber, Julie, “Landscape Preservation and Cultural Geography,” in Cultural Landscapes:
Balancing Nature and Heritage in Preservation Practice, ed. Richard Longstreth (Minneapolis: University
of Minnesota Press, 2008), 23.
5
Williams, Michael, et al., To Pass On a Good Earth: The Life and Work of Carl O. Sauer (Charlottesville:
University of Virginia Press, 2014), 59.
6
Webb, Melody, "Cultural Landscapes in the National Park Service," The Public Historian 9, no. 2, 1987,
https://www.jstor.org/stable/3377331, 80.
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Hoskins, English landscape historian, paved the way for landscape analysis when he
published The Making of the English Landscape in 1955. In it, he describes his landscape
analysis method, including in it the importance of studying “localities,” or identifying
“evidence visible in fields and hedges, lanes and streets, buildings and clusters of
buildings” that tie local heritage to tangible landscape components.7 He studied the
groupings of structures, locations of boundaries, and positions of buildings within the
landscape to reveal patterns of settlement and relate landscape features to each other.8
Cultural geographer Peirce Lewis argued in 1979 that every landscape had some form of
“cultural meaning” that could be understood by seeing how landscapes reflected cultural
identity.9 However, the early methods of distinguishing cultural landscapes began
receiving critiques almost directly after being established in the mid-twentieth century.
Some criticized the ways in which the concept of “culture” was approached, arguing
against the idea of cultural homogeneity and instead favoring the idea that culture is
shaped and formed by individuals that exist within a society. Others redefined the
perception of landscapes from physical places to more abstract, almost liminal spaces. A
“landscape,” some argued, could be both tangible and conceptual, as each person has a
distinct way of seeing the places that they have shaped and been shaped by.10

7

Meinig, Donald W., “Reading the Landscape: An Appreciation of W.G. Hoskins and J.B. Jackson,” The
Interpretation of Ordinary Landscapes: Geographical Essays (New York: Oxford University Press, 1979),
203.
8
Meinig, “Reading the Landscape: An Appreciation of W.G. Hoskins and J.B. Jackson,” 204.
9
Lewis, Peirce, “Axioms for Reading the Landscape: Some Guides to the American Scene,” The
Interpretation of Ordinary Landscapes: Geographical Essays (New York: Oxford University Press, 1979),
2.
10
Riesenweber, “Landscape Preservation and Cultural Geography,” 26.
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Through the latter part of the twentieth century, the term “cultural landscape”
took on a multitude of ambiguous meanings as the academic world grappled with not
only the definition of the term, but how to approach perceiving it. It is the early and
ongoing discourse about the term “cultural landscape” that complicates the management
of natural and cultural resources. The term “cultural landscape,” when discussed in the
study of historic preservation theory even now, maintains its ambiguous nature. These
landscapes do not fit perfectly into the National Register categories of “building,
structure, object, site, district” laid out in the National Park Service’s guidelines for
applying National Register criteria in evaluating eligible properties.11 Landscapes are
composed of both static and dynamic elements. Buildings, structures, and sites all serve
as visual, static connections to a landscape’s history. Dynamic elements like rivers,
animal species, and human populations contribute to the cultural heritage found within
cultural landscapes, but applying National Register criteria is more difficult as they are
elements that constantly change.12 The discipline of historic preservation is generally
focused on the material, visual aspects of buildings and landscapes.13 Even the cultural
landscape categories established by the National Park Service in the last decade of the
20th century (discussed below) frequently overlap and are not mutually exclusive,
although they are intended to distinguish cultural landscapes from each other based on
significant events, people, styles, or cultures associated with them.14 Applying National

11

U.S. National Park Service, “How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation,” NRB Bulletins
no. 15, 1995, 4-6, https://www.nps.gov/subjects/nationalregister/upload/NRB-15_web508.pdf.
12
King, Thomas F., Cultural Resource Laws and Practice (California: AltaMira Press, 2012), 189.
13
Riesenweber, “Landscape Preservation and Cultural Geography,” 28.
14
King, Cultural Resource Laws and Practice, 188.
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Register of Historic Places criteria to cultural landscapes is also difficult because there is
division in the ways that professionals associate meaning with historic properties. The
work done by federal, state, and municipal agencies is “compliance based,” meaning that
the values placed on cultural heritage are dictated by “laws, rules, regulations, and
doctrine.”15 Meanwhile, those working in the private sector have greater flexibility in
how they assign values to heritage.16 This difference in value associations impacts how
cultural landscapes are interpreted and managed by professionals in both public and
private organizations. The “cultural landscape” term recognized today by professionals is
rooted in the laws, policies, and regulations established and amended throughout the 20th
century.

Management Beginnings
Prior to the 20th century, the federal government had no major role in preserving
or maintaining historically significant buildings or sites. Their primary focus was the
conservation of land for the protection of natural features, and it was this focus that led to
the establishment of Yellowstone National Park in 1872.17 As people continued to travel
West during the late 19th century, however, the federal government began realizing that
some of the more historically significant lands containing valuable heritage from early
Native American settlements were unprotected and frequently looted. Arizona’s Casa

15

Wells, Jeremy, et al., “Empowering Communities to Identify, Treat, and Protect Their Heritage: A
Cultural Landscape Case Study of the Horto d’El Rey, Olinda, Brazil,” Heritage and Sustainable Urban
Transformations: Deep Cities (New York: Routledge, 2020), 185.
16
Wells, “Empowering Communities,” 186.
17
Tyler, Norman, “History of the Preservation Movement,” Historic Preservation (New York: W.W.
Norton & Company, 2018), 40.
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Grande ruins and Mesa Verde dwellings became the next federally-designated spots, with
the former designated as a national monument in 1889 and the latter designated as a park
in 1906.18 The same year that Mesa Verde National Park was established, President
Theodore Roosevelt signed the Antiquities Act of 1906 into law, setting forth the first
legislation specifically regarding historic preservation and the protection of “landmarks,
historic and prehistoric structures, and other objects of historic or scientific interest” on
federally-managed lands.19 As the federal government began addressing the retention and
preservation of historically significant sites and monuments, the ability to designate them
shifted to the U.S. Department of the Interior.
The establishment of the National Park Service (NPS) on August 25, 1916 as an
agency within the Department of the Interior set forth some of the first management
guidelines for landscapes recognized as significant by the American people. The original
text defined the purpose of the National Park Service as an organization that would
“promote and regulate the use of the Federal areas known as national parks, monuments,
and reservations…[whose] purpose is to conserve the scenery and the natural and historic
objects and the wild life therein...in such manner and by such means as will leave them
unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations”20 This act, known as the Organic
Act, allowed the Secretary of the Interior the authority to create rules and regulations on
the “use and management” of the land under NPS jurisdiction.21 Some of these early

18

Tyler, “History of the Preservation Movement,” 40-41.
Ibid, 42.
20
“National Park Service Organic Act”, 54 U.S.C. § 1-4, 1916.
21
Ibid.
19
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management strategies were directed towards the selling and disposing of timber on park
lands that was cut to prevent insect or disease attacks, and the culling of certain animals
or plant species that were viewed as detrimental to the use of the parks and the
conservation of the scenery and natural or cultural resources in said parks.22 Privileges
and the leasing and permitting of land for use also fell under the purview of the Secretary
of the Interior, but with a stipulation that “no natural curiosities, wonders, or objects of
interest shall be leased, rented, or granted to anyone…” for fear that this would interfere
with the public’s engagement with them.23
The establishment of the NPS showcases the federal government’s early goal of
conserving national park lands because of their scenic beauty and natural and historic
resources. However, protections to the natural environment and historic objects were
applied only at the discretion of the Secretary of the Interior, which meant the federal
government could manage its protected landscapes in varying ways depending on the
conditions of their resources. The Organic Act also failed to include any mention of the
overall concept of a “cultural landscape” or even the term “landscape” itself. The only
description of land is in the brief mention of the “scenery” being conserved, and its
subsequent valuable features: natural objects, historic objects, and wildlife. This early act
to establish the federal government’s purview over massive tracts of protected national
park land included no explanation of the value of the land as one singular historic

22
23

Ibid.
Ibid.
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resource with individual components, but instead broke these landscapes up into their
components as distinct historic resources.
The Organic Act set the federal government within the spheres of landscape
management and conservation, but it was the Historic Sites Act of 1935 that expanded
the scope of the Secretary of the Interior’s role within cultural landscape policy from
national parks to places containing “historic sites, buildings and objects of national
significance.”24 Of particular interest to the NPS were those “historic and archaeologic”
sites that commemorated or illustrated the history of the United States. Unlike the
Organic Act, which had established the NPS to manage parks that were created prior to
the act, this new policy allowed the federal government to acquire, through gift or
purchase, land that contained any of the listed features deemed to be historically valuable,
and to cooperate with state and local governments in the operation of these places. This
act provided choices to restore, reconstruct, rehabilitate, preserve, and maintain historic
resources and properties. These choices were decided upon with the help of an advisory
board called the “Advisory Board on National Parks, Historic Sites, Buildings, and
Monuments” that served with the Secretary of the Interior to acquire and manage sites.25
The NPS assumed control of large landscapes like national battlefields after they
were turned over by other federal departments, and by the beginning of the second World
War, the agency was gathering rural landscapes and historic designed landscapes to
include in its roster of significant places deserving of landscape preservation and

24
25

“Historic Sites Act” 54 U.S.C § 463, 1935.
Ibid.
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documentation, particularly as part of the Historic American Buildings Survey (HABS)
program established as a New Deal project in 1933.26 These early twentieth century
crusades of the federal government to conserve land with valuable historic resources was
a step towards understanding cultural landscapes as independent typologies of landscapes
as a whole. This eventually led to the development of early cultural landscape categories
like vernacular and designed landscapes. The movement by the federal government
occurred in conjunction with the geography and landscape preservation movements of the
mid-twentieth century, when scholars like Carl Sauer began approaching and defining
landscapes in new ways.

Early Natural Resource Management Guidelines
The 1966 National Historic Preservation Act established a foundation for
preserving cultural landscapes, and the federal policies that followed it served to support
the integral preservation of cultural resources found on landscapes managed by the
National Park Service. However, prior to its institution as a policy, the NPS had begun
efforts to expunge cultural resources from the landscapes they managed. The NPS
encountered the early scholarship that was being disseminated by geographers and began
to infuse some of the proposed interpretation practices into their historic sites. NPS
landscapes reflected their historic significance through the remaining tangible landscape
features that connected the land to the person or event for which the landscape was
deemed significant. Due to the inevitable changes over time of landscape features like

26

Birnbaum, Charles, ed., “Landscape Preservation in Context, 1890 - 1950,” Design with Culture:
Claiming America’s Landscape Heritage (Charlottesville: University of Virginia Press, 2005), 7-8.
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topography and vegetation, however, NPS management plans were enacted to revert
landscapes back to their “original,” seemingly more historically significant, layouts. By
the early 1960s, the NPS had been managing their landscapes as combined natural
wildlife parks and repositories for cultural landmarks.
The turning point for the NPS’s management priorities came in 1963 with the
publication of the Wildlife Management in the National Parks project report, written by a
group of ecologists and foresters appointed by the Secretary of the Interior as members of
an advisory board for wildlife management. This report was created as a direct response
to the growing desire of ecologists and nature conservationists to formulate more
effective ways of sustaining and stewarding the wildlife resources that were present
within the national park system. The report stated that the most effective way to protect
the wildlife populations was through deliberate intervention in their habitats, because,
“...habitat is not a fixed or stable entity that can be set aside and preserved…”27 but
instead needed “purposeful management of plant and animal communities” in order to
maintain healthy ecosystems within the landscapes. The natural environment, therefore,
became the priority of the NPS and other organizations who sought to balance the
conservation of the natural environment and the flourishing of wildlife species for
recreation, sport, and preservation. The recommendations of the report included the
removal of almost all human interaction with the landscape. Viewsheds were meant to
showcase the native flora of the land instead of herds of farm animals. Any “observable
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artificiality” had to be obscured; enclosure features like fences and graded roads showing
circulation patterns for visitors distracted from the “goal…to maintain or create the mood
of wild America.”28
Management goals that were outlined in the 1963 report were categorized as
practices that required “...highly skilled studies of a very specialized nature” and were
specific to the NPS apart from other organizations like the U.S. Forest Service
(established in 1905) or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (established in 1956).29 The
natural environment of the national parks was to be managed by skilled professionals
with backgrounds in ecology and biology. However, this did not result in the separation
of NPS staff members based on resource management policies. The objectives for
wildlife management were intended to be carried out by a “unilateral administration
directed to a single objective,” which was the control and subsequent preservation of
wildlife and native flora species.30 These practices were enacted by park managers, who
interpreted the original Organic Act mandate from 1916 to conserve the natural scenery
and wildlife within national parks literally. These resources were prioritized over the
extant historic and cultural resources, and any marks made by landscape inhabitants,
historic or contemporary, were removed. Communities were resettled and their tangible
agricultural, social, and cultural landscape features wiped away. National parks became
landscapes intended to reflect a visual history of the United States before it was contacted
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by settlement, and were meant to show a more raw, natural beauty than the history
interpreted through cultural landscapes.31

The National Historic Preservation Act and the National Environmental Policy Act
By the 1960s and 1970s, it became apparent that there were impending problems
that would affect the protection of cultural landscapes. Post-war development in cities
and rural areas threatened the existing natural and cultural resources that the federal
government had a legally mandated responsibility to protect. Preservationists, amongst a
larger group of activists, called for the reevaluation of development that would impact
historically significant buildings, districts, and landscapes.32 In the postwar era from the
1960s to 1980s, there were a handful of federal acts that impacted both natural and
cultural resource management.
Legislation that significantly shifted the practice of federal landscape
management and cultural resource engagement included the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA) and the National Environmental Policy Act of 1970
(NEPA). In its original language from 1966, the NHPA stated that while “major efforts
[have been] initiated by private agencies and individuals...it is nevertheless necessary and
appropriate for the Federal Government to accelerate its historic preservation programs
and activities,” in order that “the historical and cultural foundations of the Nation” be
preserved.33 The NHPA established a regulatory framework for the preservation of
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historic resources, including specific guidelines and administrative bodies used to
implement the NHPA. This act set up the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), a
repository of not only buildings, structures, and objects, but also districts and sites that
were deemed significant to “...American history, architecture, archaeology, or culture”
and eligible for national register listings.34 The National Park Service directed the
maintenance of the NRHP, and states were encouraged to expand their historic
preservation programs and activities to facilitate the growth of the NRHP. This
encouragement resulted in the formation of State Historic Preservation offices (SHPO)
created to carry out the goals of the NHPA on a state level. Funding was granted by the
Secretary of the Interior to states for their preparation of “comprehensive statewide
historic surveys and plans” regarding state-specific historic resources.
To support the NRHP, Section 106 of the NHPA tasked federal agencies with
taking into account “the effect” of federally-funded projects on any historic resources
listed on the National Register. This section was intended to protect historic resources
like buildings, districts, and sites by requiring that federal agencies assess and mitigate
any detrimental effects to National Register listings. To regulate the Section 106 process,
the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) was established. This body was
set up as a composition of government entities and “...individuals who are significantly
interested and experienced in the matters” of historic preservation.35 The council’s
purpose was to encourage historic preservation practices throughout the United States
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and ensure that federal agencies were stewarding the nation’s historic resources properly
through the Section 106 process. The ACHP issued regulations for the Section 106
process that were published in the Code of Federal Regulations as the “Protection of
Historic Properties” and included purposes, participants in the Section 106 process, and
detailed instructions for the implementation of the process.36
The National Historic Preservation Act set up the framework for municipal and
state organizations to work with the federal government to save buildings, sites, and
objects significant for their cultural heritage. Revisions of the NHPA occurred in 1980
and 1992, with amendments to the Advisory Council and SHPO responsibilities among
the revisions. One such amendment was the addition of Section 110 to the 1980 revision.
This section’s purpose was to “expand and make more explicit…Federal agency
responsibilit[ies] for identifying and protecting historic properties.”37 This concept was
initially put forth in the original 1966 NHPA, but its expansion as a separate section of
the act served to remind federal agencies of their responsibility to enact the preservation
goals of the NHPA. Further revisions in the 1992 NHPA update included specific
guidelines for the heads of federal agencies regarding their individual responsibilities to
execute preservation programs within their agencies. In the Section 110 guidelines, each
federal agency assumed the responsibility of maintaining the historic properties owned or
controlled by them. The maintenance of these historic properties centered around the

36

“Advisory Council on Historic Preservation” 36 U.S.C. § 800.
U.S. National Park Service, “Section 110 of the National Historic Preservation Act,” The Secretary of the
Interior's Standards and Guidelines for Federal Agency Historic Preservation Programs Pursuant to the
National Historic Preservation Act, 1998, https://www.nps.gov/fpi/section110.html.

37

19

“preservation of their historic, archaeological, architectural, or cultural values,” a
sentiment found in the original 1966 NHPA.38 Federal agencies had to be aware of any
historic properties not owned by the agency that could be affected by “agency actions,”
and were required to consult other “Federal, State, and local agencies, Indian tribes,
Native Hawaiian organizations, and the private sector” to ensure the protection of those
historic properties.39
The 1970 National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) bolstered the protections
for both natural and cultural resources present on historic sites. The purpose of the act
was to “...declare a national policy…which will prevent or eliminate damage to the
environment and…enrich the understanding of the ecological systems and natural
resources important to the Nation…”40 Language similar to that found in the NHPA was
used to express the responsibility of the federal government and other organizations to
restore and maintain the health of the environment for the benefit of the nation. Sections
101.B.2, 101.B.4, and 101.B.5 explain a desire to provide the nation with “esthetically
and culturally pleasing surroundings…[the preservation of] important historic, cultural,
and natural aspects of our national heritage…[and] achieve a balance between population
and resource use…”41 The overall goal of NEPA was to ensure that any federal
undertaking was reviewed for possible environmental impacts, with the “environment”
encompassing both natural resources and cultural resources. To carry out these goals,
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steps were taken to form the Council on Environmental Quality, which oversaw the
organization and implementation of NEPA’s regulatory process for assessing
environmental impacts.42 This process was similarly structured to the Section 106
process; it focused on adverse effects caused by proposed actions or projects from federal
agencies, and required agencies to produce Environmental Impact Statements (EIS) if
there were adverse effects identified in a proposal for a federal project.43
Both the Section 106 and NEPA regulatory processes involved the identification
of potentially impacted resources, the assessment of those adverse effects, and the
inclusion of public input and review prior to the commencement of the proposed federal
project. The language used in each act specified both natural and cultural resources as
valuable to America’s heritage and the collaboration between public and private
organizations that was necessary for the protection of the nation’s resources. However,
the NHPA and NEPA both required updates and amendments in the decades following
the 1960s to address inactivity by federal agencies.

Changes in Thought
By the end of the 1970s, the NPS was operating their landscapes as disconnected
places that had tangible cultural features that were underutilized and, in some cases, left
to become abandoned by park staff seeking to avoid compliance with federal regulations
after the 1966 National Historic Preservation Act.44 Simultaneously, preservationists
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were struggling with categorizing the variety of cultural landscapes they knew were
present. Subsequent amendments to the NHPA and NEPA and supplemental federal
policies with more specific regulations resulted as the federal government began applying
these policies to cultural landscapes. Executive Order 11593, issued in 1972 by President
Richard Nixon, stated that the federal government was responsible for preserving cultural
resources, especially those under federal control. They were tasked with nominating any
sites, districts, buildings, and objects that were under their jurisdiction.45 This order was
later absorbed into amendments of the NHPA, but was significant when it was issued
because it required the NPS to publish guidelines for determining NRHP eligibility.46
In 1979, the NPS hired landscape architect Robert Melnick to analyze cultural
landscapes as a typology of landscape. His studies directed him towards vernacular
landscapes in particular, and his work introduced components of landscapes like land use,
spatial organization, and circulation that helped to break down vernacular landscapes into
cultural areas molded by human interactions. His manual, titled Cultural Landscapes:
Rural Historic Districts in the National Park System, was published by the NPS in
1984.47 Melnick described rural landscapes as existing in the NPS framework “for
interpreting and managing all cultural landscape resources within the parks.”48 He stated
that they were integral for understanding how to think about cultural landscapes and their
features, and how park managers could identify, interpret, evaluate, and manage cultural
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landscapes.49 His section titled “Options for Managing Rural Historic Districts” discussed
the relationship between existing NPS management practices and his suggestions for how
to manage cultural landscapes. Melnick’s primary charge for park managers was to treat
rural historic districts as cultural resources, and therefore subject to the management
policies for cultural resources already laid out in the NPS guidelines.50 This manual
paved the way for later NPS documentation regarding the treatment of cultural
landscapes.
The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties,
first published in 1976, was created to document and treat historic buildings. This
document was updated in 1992 to incorporate guidelines specific to the treatment and
management of cultural landscapes, and narrowed down the treatment choices for
preservationists to include four types of treatments: preservation, rehabilitation,
restoration, and reconstruction. The Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes,
published in 1996, laid out the methods for applying those four treatments to cultural
landscapes in order to meet the Secretary of Interior's standards. There are four different
types of landscapes defined in the guidelines, each with distinct characteristics: historic
sites, historic designed landscapes, historic vernacular landscapes, and ethnographic
landscapes. Historic sites are defined as “landscape[s] significant for [their] association
with a historic event, activity or person.”51 Historic designed landscapes are landscapes
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that were “...consciously designed or laid out” by people like landscape architects, master
gardeners, or others according to specific design principles or recognized styles and
traditions. Their significance lies in tangible aesthetic values that relate to the
architectural style or landscape architecture design they represent.52 Historic vernacular
landscapes are landscapes that “...evolved through use by the people whose activities or
occupancy shaped [them]...landscape[s] that reflect the physical, biological, and cultural
character of everyday lives.” These landscapes in particular are significant for the
functions they served for inhabitants, including farming communities and industrial
complexes.53 Finally, ethnographic landscapes are landscapes that contain “...a variety of
natural and cultural resources that associated people define as heritage resources.”54
These landscapes derive their meaning from their “traditional cultural use” by specific
people groups.55 Examples of these groups in the Lowcountry include the GullahGeechee people and indigenous Native American tribes like the Edisto and Waccamaw
tribes.
The Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes recognizes that there is
“no single way to inventory a landscape,” and recommends that landscapes be viewed as
“[continua] through history,” with character-defining features and dynamic variables that,
when combined, show the significance of the landscape.56 It provides multiple factors for
consideration when selecting a treatment method for landscapes, including changes and
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continuity, geographical context, and natural systems. The natural systems factor
describes the idea that cultural landscapes “often derive their character from a human
response to natural features,” and that natural resources may be significant for their
“cultural associations and…their inherent ecological values.”57 This comparison between
natural resources and their cultural value shows that, by the end of the twentieth century,
the federal government had not only amended their policies to recognize the existence of
cultural landscapes, but that natural resources played a role in providing significance as
cultural features along with the historic heritage resources already present.

National Changes, Local Interpretations
The national policies established from the beginning of the twentieth century
through the 1990s can be seen as parallels of statewide and local organizational growth in
South Carolina. Early organizations in South Carolina included the South Carolina
Department of Natural Resources (SCDNR), established as the “State Board of Fisheries”
in 1906, within the same time period as the U.S. Forest Service and the establishment of
the National Park Service. A year afterwards in 1907, the “South Carolina Audubon
Society” was founded, which would later become the Wildlife Department in 1910 and
gain more regulatory control over the state’s “bird, game, and non-migratory fish laws”
of the time.58 The first parcels of land, over 160,000 acres, were purchased by the
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Wildlife Department between 1926 and 1931 and were operated as game sanctuaries. The
1937 Pittman-Robertson Wildlife Restoration Act was adopted and allowed for federal
funding to be used for the “selection, restoration, rehabilitation and improvement” of
wildlife habitats and wildlife management research projects.59 Between 1940 and 1990,
thousands of acres of land were acquired by the Wildlife Department, and biologists and
ecologists were hired to research marine and freshwater environments, horticultural
practices, and collaborate on educational programs for the public. The 1971 Wildlife
Management Area (WMA) program was instituted, which set up a foundation for the
practice of purchasing and applying conservation easements and fee title acquisitions for
large tracts of land, especially those located in the Lowcountry.60 The South Carolina
Wildlife and Marine Resources Department, Land Resources Conservation Commission,
and other entities operating as resource management offices formed the Department of
Natural Resources (SCDNR) in 1994. After this unification, multiple significant land
purchases were made, including the 10,700 acre Bonneau Ferry tract in Berkeley County,
8,048 acres known as the Donnelley Wildlife Management Area in Colleton County, and
the 643 acre tract known as the Dungannon Plantation Heritage Preserve WMA in
Charleston County.
In the 1980s, the State of South Carolina partnered with Ducks Unlimited, a
private conservation organization focused on waterfowl conservation, and the Nature
Conservancy, another private land conservation organization, to purchase land from
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private landowners in the Ashepoo, Combahee, and Edisto (ACE) river region in order to
conserve it.61 This partnership of the state, nonprofit conservation groups, and private
landowners led to the establishment of the ACE Basin Task Force in 1988, whose
purpose was to protect the culmination of environmental resources found in the Ashepoo,
Combahee, and Edisto river region. Through land donation and conservation easements,
the task force created the ACE Basin Project to protect their land acreage, and held
regular meetings with government and private representatives to discuss objectives and
goals of the project. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service established the ACE Basin
National Wildlife Refuge in 1990, and later the ACE Basin National Estuarine Research
Reserve (NERR) system in 1992, which is now managed by SCDNR.62 Between 1988
and 1998, over 128,000 acres of land had been protected through conservation efforts by
the ACE project. Today, the ACE Basin Project protects more than 200,000 acres of land
under conservation.63 The ACE Basin Project is a prominent example of state and
municipal organizations collaborating with private landowners and nonprofit
organizations to protect natural resources in the Lowcountry.

Private Ownership of Lowcountry Landscapes
The conservation of private land in the Lowcountry began after the Civil War, as
plantation owners reckoned with the loss of their labor force due to Emancipation and the
resulting damage to the agrarian lifestyle they had grown accustomed to. The
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Lowcountry continued to be an agricultural hub for the country, but instead of the massproduction of cash crops like rice, timber became the most profitable crop to plant and
sell for commercial purposes. Wealthy businessmen from all over the northeast and
midwest began purchasing plantation land in the Lowcountry, with many using the
existing upland forest areas of their tracts of land for timber production.64 Planting
longleaf pine forests not only produced usable timber, but also resulted in timber
byproducts of turpentine and rosin that were used for other production purposes.65
These new plantation landowners quickly learned that there was profit not just in
agricultural endeavors on the land, but also in the vast amount of game available for
hunting. The Lowcountry woods were full of deer and turkey, while the extant rice fields
surrounding the perimeters were replete with waterfowl. Lowcountry plantation
landscapes were purchased by both private individuals and groups of men who had
established hunting clubs. Thousands of acres of land, used for sporting and hunting,
were in private hands by the end of the 19th century. These hunting clubs erected club
buildings like lodges and cabins for use during the hunting season.66 Beyond erecting
hunting structures, plantation landowners began restoring the buildings and structures
that had survived the Civil War, some of which dated back to the colonial period, and
used them for year-round or seasonal dwellings.67 Hosting social gatherings and
entertaining necessitated the need for revitalized landscaping, so landowners also updated
64

Beach, Virginia, Rice and Ducks: The Surprising Convergence that Saved the Carolina Lowcountry
(Charleston: Evening Post Books, 2014), 51.
65
Beach, Rice and Ducks, 56.
66
Ibid, 62.
67
Brock, Julia, and Daniel Vivian, eds., Leisure, Plantations, and the Making of a New South (New York:
Lexington Books, 2015), page 21.

28

the land surrounding their homes, designing spaces specifically for leisure, recreation,
and hunting.68 The work to update and maintain these landscapes did not fall to the
homeowners themselves, however, but instead was relegated to hired African Americans
who worked as drivers, forest guides, and laborers in general.69
Perhaps the most successful facet of this trend of private land conservation was
the retention of wetland systems for the purpose of supporting migratory birds and
waterfowl habitats. By 1963, fourteen hunting clubs in South Carolina owned and
managed 70,000 acres of land, all held in private hands.70 In order to promote waterfowl
habitation, landowners followed strict water level regulations and seasonal maintenance
schedules for the upkeep of the wetland systems that had established themselves in the
extant rice fields on their properties.71 Had it not been for the efforts of private
landowners and staff members working to maintain the natural resources on their
landscapes, the cultural resources - historic buildings, cemeteries, rice fields - would have
deteriorated along with their natural counterparts.
Private land conservation organizations have a presence in the Lowcountry along
with historic preservation groups. Ducks Unlimited, founded as a national nonprofit
organization in 1937, started a South Carolina chapter in 1989. Their focus has been the
retention and conservation of wetland impoundment habitats frequented by waterfowl
species. With a membership of more than fifteen thousand, their resources are used to
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promote conservation easements and provide financial support to organizations seeking
to protect land for the benefit of wildlife.72 The Coastal Conservation League, founded in
1989, not only conserves and protects land in the Lowcountry, but also “facilitate[s] the
passage of progressive, comprehensive land-use plans” for Lowcountry municipalities
and counties.73 The Lowcountry Land Trust (LLT), which now manages 142,000 acres of
land across multiple counties, began as a community effort to conserve a 20-acre island
on the Stono River. The community created the organization in 1985 in order to save
Alge Island, and have since granted conservation protections to tracts in the ACE Basin,
Santee River system, Winyah Bay area, and tracts across the Midlands of South Carolina
and down to the border by Savannah, Georgia.74 The Edisto Island Open Land Trust
(EIOLT) was formed by another community of residents living on the coastal island of
Edisto, which lies about sixty-five miles northeast of Beaufort, South Carolina. Local
property owners and residents banded together to protect the cultural landscape of the
island as it was threatened by developments that would destroy the heritage and natural
beauty of the land. Between 1994 and 2002, the non-profit organization increased its
membership to four hundred people, received a large amount of donations, a $15,000
grant, and accepted its first conservation easement of twenty-eight acres of marsh and
high ground on the island.75 They worked with the South Carolina chapter of the Nature
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Conservancy to stop development sprawl on the island in 1996, chartering an easement of
four hundred acres of maritime forest known as Bailey Island.76 In 2003, the group
received a $35,000 grant from the Donnelley Foundation to aid in land acquisition and
conservation through 2004.77 As of 2022, the EIOLT manages 3,070 acres and 37 land
conservation easements.78
Private historic preservation organizations operating with non-profit status arose
in the Lowcountry alongside land conservation groups as local communities sought to
preserve both the natural and cultural resources that surrounded them. The Preservation
Society of Charleston, founded in 1920 as America’s “oldest community-based historic
preservation organization” in the country, initially only focused their attention on the
preservation of significant buildings.79 However, as more of Charleston faced increased
threats of development and demolition, they expanded their scope, establishing their
“Carolopolis” award program in 1953, launching an easement program in the 1970s, and
creating the “Charleston Justice Journey” project that maps sites that hold significance for
their ties to African American history.80 In 2018, the Preservation Society expanded their

76

Langley, Lynne, "Conservancy praises developer's plan." The Post and Courier (Charleston, SC), June
26, 1996, https://infoweb-newsbank-com.ccpl.idm.oclc.org/apps/news/documentview?p=WORLDNEWS&docref=news/111F1D132A14EB30.
77
Graham, Deneshia, “Edisto Island Open Land Trust gets grant to continue conservation efforts,” The
Post and Courier, (Charleston, SC), February 6, 2003. https://infoweb-newsbankcom.ccpl.idm.oclc.org/apps/news/document-view?p=WORLDNEWS&docref=news/111F2006F02EA3F8.
78
“History,” The Edisto Island Open Land Trust, 2022, https://edisto.org/history/.
79
Gurley, Robert, “Preservation Society of Charleston,” South Carolina Encyclopedia, University of South
Carolina Institute for Southern Studies, 2016, https://www.scencyclopedia.org/sce/entries/preservationsociety-of-charleston/.
80
“Our Work,” The Preservation Society of Charleston, 2022, https://www.preservationsociety.org/whatwe-do/.

31

interests to include the preservation of cultural and natural resources on Jehossee Island81,
an island with over 4,000 acres and a multitude of resources, including a rice chimney
and an overseer’s house.82
Another local Charleston organization is the Historic Charleston Foundation.
Founded in 1947, their mission is similar to that of the Preservation Society: “preserving
the historic landscape of Charleston.”83 Their preservation programs and advocacy extend
from preserving downtown buildings to promote the expansion of the Ashley River
Historic District, regularly support archaeological digs for education and resource
identification, and most significantly, their easement program utilized by private
landowners to protect and preserve the historic integrity and resources found on their
landscapes.84
Local South Carolina organizations, both non-profit and federally run, operate
some of the largest tracts of land in the Lowcountry; these tracts are replete with natural
and cultural resources that are unique to the Lowcountry and tied to its heritage. While
this heritage may be managed by organizations, there are living communities who have
deep connections to the history of the Lowcountry and express its heritage through their
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traditional cultural practices. These communities have different ways of viewing,
interpreting, and managing cultural landscapes and their natural and cultural resources.
One such community is the Gullah Geechee people, who are descendants of
Africans brought to the Lowcountry and enslaved for agricultural production. Their
culture is “manifested in a system of practices/principles” that emerge from their African
origins, interaction with other people groups, and periods of isolation from other
populations.85 The Gullah Geechee culture is dynamic and diverse, and their perception
of their own heritage and resources reflects this culture.
Cultural landscapes are identified as their own resource category in the “Cultural
Resources” section of the Gullah Geechee Cultural Heritage Corridor Management Plan
from 2012. They are distinct from structures and districts through their description as
areas that “reflect how people adapt and use natural resources…and how the area reflects
cultural values and traditions.”86 These landscapes feature a culmination of Gullah
Geechee traditional practices and cultural heritage, incorporating the ethnographic and
archaeological resources that form the foundations for how communities interpret their
history and maintain their current cultural identities. These landscapes feature buildings,
structures, craft traditions, waterways, and agricultural practices, all resources included
by the federal government in their various guidelines for natural and cultural resources.
The natural resources outlined in the management plan include wetlands, vegetation, and
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wildlife. These resources are actively used by the community for various traditional and
cultural practices, like fishing and hunting activities, sweetgrass basketry, and the
preparation of traditional foods.
The management approach in the Heritage Corridor’s plan addresses planning
issues regarding a public lack of understanding of natural and cultural resources as they
relate to the Gullah Geechee community. Cultural resources are either not fully
understood or misunderstood by people outside of the community, which has led to
“myths and historical inaccuracies” about those resources.87 Similarly, there is a lack of
awareness of the impacts of broad-scale development on the “natural resources that
support Gullah Geechee culture.”88 These communities also face issues with both land
access to areas traditionally used by the community for recreational, spiritual, or
agricultural practices, and land restrictions that impact those traditional and cultural
practices.89 To address these planning issues, the management approach recommends that
there be a “fostering [of] public awareness and [facilitation of] greater understanding” of
the cultural and natural resources integral to the Gullah Geechee expression of their
culture.90 The education of people outside of the community is integral to the promotion
and continuing preservation of the Gullah Geechee culture. This people-based
perspective is what distinguishes the Gullah Geechee community from other
organizations. They actively manage their natural and cultural resources because they are
87
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a living community engaging with the cultural landscapes they occupy. Their
management of natural and cultural resources directly impacts the retention of their
traditional practices and the preservation of their heritage.
The sections above outline the ways in which public and private organizations
have implemented, changed, or adapted management practices to address cultural
landscapes and natural and cultural resources. Addressing the history of federal landscape
management and private landownership, landscape and resource definitions, management
guidelines and their evolutions, and providing an overview of various federal, private,
and cultural communities that own and manage cultural landscapes gives context to the
comparison of public and private organizational data analyzed in later chapters. In order
to make comparisons between public and private organizations, it is important to
understand their organizational foundations and what regulatory frameworks impact the
ways in which they manage natural and cultural resources.
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY

The methods of data collection and data analysis for this study can be separated
into two sections. The methodology of data collection includes discussions of the study
sample composition and survey and interview variables. Following the data collection,
the responses to the survey and interview responses are analyzed to compare the
management practices of public and private organizations included in the study. Studying
the balance of natural and cultural resource management within public and private
organizations in the South Carolina Lowcountry was achieved through the collection and
analysis of data from organizations currently operating in the Lowcountry. The collection
of data was completed through the distribution of an initial survey and supplemented with
personal interviews with organization staff members who expressed an interest in sharing
additional data. Distributing the survey across a broad range of public and private
institutions ensured that the collected data incorporated a diverse study sample.
Organizations represented in the data apply varying methods of cultural and natural
resource management practices across multiple different types of cultural landscapes. As
data collection occurred, the responses from the survey and interviews were categorized
based on the two types of organizations and their degrees of management.

Determination of Geographic Scope: South Carolina Lowcountry and Counties
The state of South Carolina consists of different geographic regions, each of
which are defined by specific geographical and ecological characteristics. There are three
defined regions: the Blue Ridge, Piedmont, and Coastal Plain regions. The entire state is
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subdivided into these three regions based on factors like major sediment and rock deposit
locations and topography changes.91 The Coastal Plain region can be further divided into
the upper, middle, and lower coastal plains (Figure 3.1).

Figure 3.1 “Geologic and Physiographic Index Map of the Atlantic Coastal Plain of
South Carolina.” Map by Clark Niewendorp,
https://www.dnr.sc.gov/geology/education.html.

The Coastal Plain region features major river systems that provide integral resources for
wildlife habitats and hydrology in the state. The “Lowcountry” area is defined by the
state of South Carolina as the eleven counties highlighted in blue in Figure 3.2. These
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counties fall within the middle and lower Coastal Plain region where integral river
systems flow to the Atlantic Ocean.92

Figure 3.2 “The Lowcountry Region of South Carolina including Allendale, Bamberg, Beaufort, Berkeley,
Calhoun, Charleston, Colleton, Dorchester, Hampton, Jasper, and Orangeburg Counties,”
https://sc.gov/government/lowcountry.

The South Carolina Department of Natural Resources, however, has divided the forty-six
counties of the state into four administrative regions. Their “Region IV - Coastal” region
separates Allendale, Bamberg, Orangeburg, and Calhoun counties from the state-defined
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Lowcountry area and includes Georgetown and Horry counties as part of their
administrative coastal region (Figure 3.3).

Figure 3.3 “South Carolina Department of Natural Resources Administrative Regions.” Map by
SCDNR Technology Department, https://www.dnr.sc.gov/maps.html.

The scope of this study was limited to only include the nine counties listed within
the South Carolina Department of Natural Resource’s administrative region four. These
nine counties were chosen for their similar physiographic and resource characteristics. A
large percentage of the cultural landscapes that are owned or managed by public and
private South Carolina organizations are located in the lower coastal plain where these
nine counties are situated [Figure 3.1]. The cultural resources managed in this region
span from eighteenth century rice plantations to twentieth century freedmen settlement
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communities, while natural resources include cypress swamps, tidal rice fields
functioning as wetland systems, and tracts managed for wildlife species.

Determination of Organizations: Federal, State, Municipal, Private
The public and private organizations that were targeted for inclusion in the survey
have ties to the South Carolina Lowcountry through their ownership or management of
landscapes located in any of the nine chosen counties in the lower coastal plain. In order
to diversify the study sample, organizations were chosen for inclusion and contacted
based on their recognition by professionals as leaders in resource management within the
study area.
Organizations were initially contacted prior to the distribution of the survey to
garner interest and notify possible participants that the survey would be distributed in the
future and that their participation was requested, but voluntary. Because the survey
involved human participants, the survey, interview flow, and any material intended for
subjects was first sent to the Clemson University Institutional Review Board (IRB). The
IRB regulates any university research that involves human subjects; this study fell under
their “Exempt” category, meaning that there were no intended risks to the research
participants and that the only methods of obtaining data were through the survey and
interviews. An extra facet of the IRB online application required Collaborative
Institutional Training Initiative (CITI) certification to ensure research compliance
regarding the treatment of participants. The survey was created for online distribution and
completion, so the primary method for contacting participants was through email. Email
addresses for each participant were collected from either official organization websites

40

that listed email addresses, or from personal correspondence with thesis committee
members.

Survey: Type, Questions, and Distribution
The combination of a survey and follow up interviews was determined to be the
most effective method for collecting and analyzing data from Lowcountry organizations.
The survey was distributed to organizations via an online Qualtrics link. Qualtrics is an
online platform that allows users to create and distribute surveys to collect and analyze
different types of data. It was chosen as the platform used for distributing the survey
because it is used by Clemson University researchers and the collected data was able to
be stored securely online. The survey itself consisted of twenty-one questions, with
nineteen directly relating to the topic of natural and cultural resource management
practices. The Qualtrics system allowed for the survey to be designed with different types
of questions and levels of responses required. The specific questions asked of the
respondents and a table listing each question are included in Appendix A.
Qualtrics allowed for a variety of questions and different types of responses
required from each survey respondent. The most important question asked of
organizations was whether they maintained separate natural and cultural resource
management guidelines; this question was necessary in determining the degree of
separation of natural and cultural resources and the overall scope of management
practices implemented by public and private groups. Other necessary questions included
in the survey were focused on the operation of organizations as public (federal, state,
municipal) or private (not-for-profit), the percentages of allocated funding towards
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natural and cultural resource management on properties, and the types of natural and
cultural resources located on sites operated by organizations. The Qualtrics survey system
allowed for certain questions to be “forced,” requiring a response from participants.
There were three “forced” questions, one of which was the required participant consent at
the beginning of the survey. These are marked with an asterisk in the survey question
table. If respondents did not wish to participate in the survey and did not provide consent,
they were taken to the end of the survey and their response was recorded. Otherwise,
consenting participants were able to continue the survey by answering multiple choice
and fill in the blank questions. Some multiple-choice questions allowed for more than one
option to be chosen in situations where multiple responses were necessary, such as the
locations of properties managed by organizations and the categorization of landscapes
under the NPS Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes definitions. All of
the survey questions were designed to allow participants to provide as much data as
possible about their organization’s management of their cultural and natural resources.

Interviews: Questions and Procedure
Survey respondents who were interested in participating in a follow up interview
provided their email address or phone number at the end of the survey. Interview
questions were developed to collect more in-depth information beyond the data collected
through the survey. Each interviewee was asked the same set of ten questions, but the
order of each question changed for each interview depending on the flow of the
conversation. These questions were intended to give participants the opportunity to
contribute more detailed reflections on cultural and natural resource management.
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Interview questions began with asking participants about their professional beginnings
and how they became involved in their organization. Participants then shared their
definitions of the word “landscape” and whether they viewed the NPS categories of
cultural landscapes to be useful or in need of changes. The bulk of interview questions
focused on organization-specific information like historic uses of the properties managed
by the group and describing management philosophies and any evolution of management
practices or policies from the beginning of the organization’s management of
Lowcountry landscapes to the present. Interview questions were more subjective than
those in the survey and asked participants to describe their views on the balance between
natural and cultural resource management from within their own organization and what
they had witnessed occurring in the Lowcountry in general. The final group of questions
asked participants to provide their thoughts on how philosophy changes could in turn
change management practices, and how policies may evolve in future decades. The
complete list of interview questions can be found in Appendix B.

Methods for Analysis
The purpose of collecting data from the online survey was to analyze measurable
quantitative data and provide aggregate data on Lowcountry organizations in the form of
easily readable charts and graphs. The quantitative data on the number of managed
properties and total land acreage, the different amounts of cultural and natural resources
being managed, and percentages of allocated funding and personnel for each category of
landscape resource was able to be graphed and analyzed for trending similarities and
differences between both public and private organizations. Measuring the qualitative
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responses of participants to questions about their perceptions of cultural landscapes and
management practices was important because it connected previously established
concepts of cultural landscapes (see Chapter Two) to what professionals in the
Lowcountry’s cultural and natural resource management field are aware of in their
organizations. It was expected that public and private organizations would view natural
and cultural resource management differently because of the distinct regulatory
frameworks that inform their management practices.
The interpretation of interview responses was intended to support the aggregate
data collected from the online survey and help to quantify the variations of philosophies
and approaches employed by private and public organizations managing natural and
cultural resources on landscapes in the Lowcountry. The qualitative survey questions
were bolstered by the personal interview responses. Analyzing the aggregate data from
the survey in conjunction with the supplementary data from the interviews helped to
make connections between the numerical aggregate data trends between public and
private firms and how professionals in each sector are currently perceiving the
Lowcountry’s cultural landscape resources and their organization’s role in managing and
cultivating them.
In order to analyze all of the collected qualitative data, it was necessary to treat it
as quantitative data instead of qualitative. This was done by “coding” the data, or
categorizing passages or words in collected qualitative data and drawing out themes that
were measurable after narrowing down the coded data. Codes are typically words or
phrases that summarize or capture an important facet of the data that a researcher is
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attempting to analyze.93 All of the qualitative data collected from the interviews was
analyzed using inductive codes, which are words or phrases that are derived from the
participants’ interview answers. For example, interview question five asked respondents
if they felt that there is a balancing of natural and cultural resource management in their
organization. If a participant answered “yes” or “I think so,” it was coded as “there is a
balance of resource management.” Similarly, if a participant answered “no” or gave
examples of resources that were prioritized, it was coded as “resource management is
unbalanced.” Finally, if participants expressed that they did not know or were unsure,
those responses were coded under the category of “unknown/cannot describe.”
The survey data was imported via the shared secure link on the Qualtrics website,
and the analysis performed within the Qualtrics software. Interview responses were
recorded and saved on a secure voice recorder and imported into Descript, a transcription
software used to turn each interview recording into a document where responses could be
analyzed and coded. Aggregate data was imported into Microsoft Excel in order to
organize it and generate readable graphs and charts. All of the identifiable data was
cleared from the survey and interview responses.
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CHAPTER FOUR: STUDY RESULTS

In order to best explain the responses from the survey and interviews and the
resulting comparison between public and private organization data, this chapter is divided
into sections that describe the general data collection results and the analytical themes for
the comparative data analysis. The first section provides the overall response rates for
each survey question. The second section discusses the comparison between public and
private organization responses by breaking down each question and the supplemental
interview questions into themes based on the organizations and landscapes represented in
the data, organizational perceptions of landscapes and resources, the management of
natural and cultural resources, and the allocation of organization management resources.
This chapter concludes with a summary of the study results and an overall comparison of
the ways that public and private organizations are managing their Lowcountry resources.

Data Collection Comprehensive Results
The natural and cultural resources management survey was shared via an
anonymous Qualtrics link with 55 individual representatives from public and private land
management organizations in the Lowcountry. These organizations were identified using
preliminary research to identify land management and cultural resource management
firms located within the nine South Carolina coastal counties that form SCDNR’s
administrative region four. Organizations were also identified through previous academic
experience or personal recommendations from Clemson University faculty. Of the 55
recipients of the interest email and survey link, 26 people responded and completed both
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the survey and a follow-up interview. This number of respondents constitutes 47.3% of
the total amount of recipients who received the survey link. This study includes survey
and interview data received solely from these 26 participants. All of the data collected
from the survey and interviews was de-identified as part of the confidentiality agreement
between the surveyor and participants.
The survey initially collected 32 responses. Of those 32, six of the responses were
discarded due to unfinished survey responses, leaving 26 responses for analysis. The 26
survey responses came from a total of five public organizations and thirteen private
organizations, with 13 respondents representing the five public organizations. These 13
staff members each hold different positions within their respective organizations,
allowing for a wide range of responses despite coming from the same organizations.
There are limitations of the data discussed below. The list of public and private
organizations represented in the data is not exhaustive, and the survey data collected does
not represent all land management or cultural resource management organizations
operating in the Lowcountry. The data collected can only be used to analyze the
responses of those organizations who participated in the survey and interview. Below are
the characterizations for the results of each survey question, with any major patterns
highlighted. These responses will be synthesized with the supplemental interview
question responses.
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Survey Question Responses
Question One
Question one asked participants to provide their consent to participating in the
survey and follow-up interview as required by Clemson University Institutional Review
Board standards. 100% of respondents provided their consent to participate.

Question Two
Question two asked participants to provide the name of their organization. This
question allowed participants to either write in their organization’s name or choose to
leave the response blank for privacy reasons. Of the 26 respondents, 23 provided their
organization’s name, or 88.5% of the overall response rate. Three participants chose to
not include their organization’s name, or 11.5%. The names of the organizations will not
be published (Figure 4.1).

Table 4.1: Key Themes from Interview Question One

Figure 4.1: Survey Question Two Overall Responses
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Question Three
Question three asked participants to identify the South Carolina counties where
their organization is based. The purpose of this question was to gather quantitative data
on the spread of organizations throughout the nine chosen counties. Participants had the
option to choose any of the applicable counties where their organization conducts natural
and cultural resource management. Figure 4.2 shows the overall responses to the
question. Charleston County had the highest response with 13 responses received.
Beaufort and Colleton counties each received five responses, as well as the “Other”
category. Those that chose the “Other” category were organizations who manage
property in South Carolina but are not necessarily based in any of the nine counties.
Dorchester, Berkeley, and Georgetown counties each received four responses. Horry,
Hampton, and Jasper counties received the least responses, only two each. Charleston
county had three times as many respondents as the other counties, with the other counties
each having roughly equal representation.
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Figure 4.2: Survey Question Three Overall Responses

Question Four
Question four asked for the organization’s year of establishment. This question,
along with question three and questions five through nine, serves to provide integral
background information about participating organizations. This background information,
like the year of establishment, can be used in conjunction with more in-depth data
gathered in later questions to look at the relationships between public and private
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organizations in terms of their management of natural and cultural resources, and how the
date of establishment perhaps coincides with changing understandings of cultural
resources or is impacted by larger national land management trends. Figure 4.3 shows the
number of organizations that were established per decade from 1900 to 2019. Outlier
organizations were formed in the years prior to 1900 and in the 1910’s, with a large
period of zero growth occurring between the interwar period of the 1920s and 1930s and
the postwar period of the 1950s. The majority of organizations included in this dataset
were established between 1960 and 2019. Five organizations were established in the
1980s, while four organizations began in the 1970s and another four more in the 1990s.

Figure 4.3: Survey Question Four Overall Responses
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Question Five
Question five is an integral question for the survey data. This question asked
participants to indicate whether their organization is privately or publicly operated
(Figure 4.4). Participants had the option to select from three choices: public, private, or
other. Those that chose the “Other” category wrote in a brief description of their
organization’s operation definition. All three of the participants who chose the “Other”
category can, upon further inspection, be incorporated into the “Private” selection. Two
of the respondents defined themselves as 501(c)(3) non-profit organizations that are
privately managed, while a third respondent does represent a private organization, which
was discussed in the follow-up interview. After grouping these three organizations into
the private organization category, there is an equal split between participating
organizations that are public and private, with 13 responses for each category. Receiving
a survey response that is separated equally between the categories of private and public
allows for a more in-depth comparison between these types of organizations.
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Figure 4.4: Survey Question Five Overall Responses

Question Six
Question six focused on the annual budgets of participating organizations. 69.2%
of respondents indicated that the annual operating budget for their organization was more
than $500,000 (Figure 4.5). 7.7% of participants indicated that their budgets fell under
the $50,000 range, and the same amount indicated that their operating budget fell
between $400,000 and $500,000 annually. When combined, 11.5% of participants
indicated operating budgets in the remaining categories, with one response each. No
response was recorded for any operating budget between $200,000 and $300,000. 25
participants responded to this question, with one declining to answer. Overall, the
majority of respondents work for organizations who have relatively large budgets.
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Figure 4.5: Survey Question Six Overall Responses

Question Seven
Question seven asked participants to write the number of properties that are
directly managed by their organization (Figure 4.6). For this question, the term
“property” meant a lot of land owned by the organization that had distinct legal
boundaries and was set apart from surrounding landscapes. 69.2% of organizations
manage between one and 15 properties, while 11.5% manage between 16 and 30, and 31
to 50 properties. Only 3.85% of organizations manage between 51 to 75 or more than 100
properties. This data shows that while more than half of the participating organizations
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only operate between one and fifteen properties, a small handful of organizations do
operate a greater number of properties compared to those who operate one to fifteen.

Figure 4.6: Survey Question Seven Overall Responses

Question Eight
Question eight asked respondents to expand on their response to question seven
by providing an estimate of land acreage that their organization manages. This question
serves to quantify the amount of land in order to connect the acreage to the types of
natural and cultural resources present on these landscapes and the specific ties between
acreage and annual budgets and the allocation of budget percentages to each type of
resource. The distribution of organizations across the amount of acres managed is
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relatively even, with the majority managing between 1,001 and 50,000 acres. However,
there are more organizations managing less than 10,000 acres than those managing more
than 10,000 acres (Figure 4.7).

Figure 4.7: Survey Question Eight Overall Responses

Question Nine
Question nine asked participants to identify in which South Carolina counties the
previously mentioned properties are located. Charleston county contains the majority of
properties managed by respondents, with Beaufort, Colleton, and Berkeley counties
retaining about 50% less properties than Charleston county (Figure 4.8). Hampton county
retains the least amount of property managed by participants. Those that included the
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“Other” category indicated that their organization manages property in South Carolina
counties not included in the scope of this survey. This data, when compared to the data
collected in question three, shows that the majority of organizations tend to manage
properties that are located in the same counties where their operations are based, and that
Charleston county has both the highest amount of organizations based there and the
majority of properties managed by organizations.

Figure 4.8: Survey Question Nine Overall Responses
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Question Ten
Question ten moved away from the foundational survey questions and introduced
participants to the four types of cultural landscapes that are laid out in the National Park
Service’s Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes (1992). Respondents were
asked to classify the properties managed by their organization into these four categories,
to the best of their ability. Respondents were allowed to select multiple options due to the
variety of properties their organizations may manage. The category of “Historic
Vernacular Landscape” was chosen 21 times and was the most frequent choice, while the
category of “Historic Designed Landscape” was chosen only ten times, the least amount.
The two remaining categories of “Historic Site” and “Ethnographic Landscape” were
selected with equal frequency, 18 times. There was an overall equal distribution in the
amount of choices per category, showing that both public and private organizations share
similar definitions of their properties and identify them as such (Figure 4.9).
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Figure 4.9: Survey Question Ten Overall Responses

Question Eleven
Question eleven asked participants if their organization maintains any written
policies, protocols, or plans that apply to either or both natural and cultural resource
management. Of the 26 total respondents, 84.6% responded yes, while 3.85% responded
no. The options of “Maybe” and “Unknown” were both included in order to allow
respondents a more nuanced choice; depending on their role within the organization,
respondents may or may not have knowledge of past or current organizational plans or
may not be aware of recent updates or alterations to established management practices.
Only one participant responded with “Unknown.” With the majority of respondents
indicating that their organizations do maintain written management practices, the
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questions below are useful in understanding the types of resources and associated
practices on the organization’s managed properties (Figure 4.10).

Figure 4.10: Survey Question Eleven Overall Responses

Question Twelve
Question twelve asked participants if their organizations manage the natural and
cultural resources on their properties separately. This question is essential to the analysis
of how landscapes are managed by private and public organizations in the Lowcountry,
because it begins the process of distinguishing between private and public organizations
and how each participant responds to questions about how different types of resources are
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not only managed, but also defined through the lens of a natural or cultural perspective.
Of the 26 respondents, 38.5% said that their organizations do not manage these resources
separately, while 34.6% answered “Yes.” 15.4% of respondents answered “Maybe,” and
11.5% answered “Unknown.” There is almost an even split between the responses of
“Yes” and “No;” this will be analyzed in the following section to uncover comparisons
between public and private organizations who incorporate management practices into
their operations, allocate distinct amounts of budget resources to the natural and cultural
features on their properties, and employ different personnel to meet the demand for
resource management within either sector (Figure 4.11).

Figure 4.11: Survey Question Twelve Overall Responses
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Question Thirteen
Question thirteen was intended to provide a secondary comparison between
organizations who manage natural and cultural resources on their properties in various
ways. This question asked participants if their organizations maintained separate natural
and cultural resource management guidelines. Compared to the responses from question
twelve, 65.4% of respondents stated that their organizations do maintain separate
guidelines for the management of each type of resource, while 23.1% of respondents
answered that their organizations do not maintain separate management guidelines.
11.5% of respondents answered that they did not know how their organization divided the
management of each resource. Through questions twelve and thirteen, there can be
comparisons between the types of organizations (private or public) and how they not only
manage their resources (separately or together), but also the intersection of their
management choices in the field and the written guidelines for those management
choices. This question shows that the majority of organizations do maintain separate
resource guidelines, regardless of the type of organization or degree of management
separation (Figure 4.12).
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Figure 4.12: Survey Question Thirteen Overall Responses

Question Fourteen
Question fourteen sought to address another layer of management among
organizations, asking participants to define how natural and cultural resources are
managed in both written policy and through associated staff members hired to perform
the work. The question included two extremes; one grouped management policies and
personnel for both natural and cultural resources together, while the other end of the
spectrum differentiated between the management policies and the associated staff
members for each type of resource. The middle two choices offered respondents the
chance to choose intermediate definitions of how their organization approaches resource
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management. One choice stated that the organization includes the “same management
policies, but different management personnel,” while the other choice offered “different
management policies, but same management personnel.” 34.6% of respondents stated
that their organizations had different management policies and different personnel for
natural and cultural resources, but 26.9% of respondents stated that while their
organizations maintained different policies, their staff performed the same management
roles regardless of resource (Figure 4.13). 19.2% of respondents stated that their
organizations had the same policies and same personnel, 3.85% answered “same
management policies but different management personnel,” and 15.4% of respondents
answered that they did not know at the time of the survey. While the majority of
respondents shared that they use different management policies and different personnel
for each resource, an almost equal number of respondents indicated that they use different
management policies but the same personnel, which indicates that staff personnel for
these organizations are, to a degree, managing both natural and cultural resources as part
of their job duties. The question of their educational backgrounds and whether they have
management training for both resources is a result of this survey question, and will be
discussed in future sections.
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Figure 4.13: Survey Question Fourteen Overall Responses

Question Fifteen
Questions fifteen and sixteen asked participants to choose any of the listed
cultural and natural resources that are present on the properties that their organization
manages. The natural and cultural resources that were included in the question choices do
not exhaust those types of resources but were intended to serve as examples. The
respondents had the option to choose “Other” and describe any additional resources as
well. Question fifteen (Figure 4.14) respondents primarily chose “Buildings” as the
cultural resource typology most commonly found on properties, with “Structures” and
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“Sites” sharing an equal amount of responses and “Objects” receiving the least amount of
choice from participants. One participant responded to the “Other” category with “None.”
These responses show that both organizations use similar terminology when describing
the cultural resources present on their landscapes, and that choices were almost equally
distributed between the building, structure, and site categories. This shows that
respondents classify the majority of the cultural resources present on their landscapes
within those three categories.

Figure 4.14: Survey Question Fifteen Overall Responses
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Question Sixteen
As discussed above, question sixteen asked participants to choose from any of the
listed natural resources present on their organization’s managed properties. The
categories of “Wildlife habitats” and “Hydrological Features” were the most commonly
chosen, but the other two categories of “Botanical Communities” and “State or Local
Flora Species” were also frequently chosen, but one degree less than the two more
common categories. “Soil Varieties” received only 14 choices from respondents, and
those that wrote in answers in “Other” described various other habitats that were not
included in the question’s original choice examples. Similar to the responses from
question fifteen, these responses show that both organizations use similar terminology
when describing their landscapes’ natural resources. Choices were almost equally
distributed between the first four categories. This shows that respondents classify the
majority of the natural resources present on their landscapes within those four categories
(Figure 4.15).

67

Figure 4.15: Survey Question Sixteen Overall Responses

Question Seventeen
Question seventeen asked participants to focus on the written resource
management policies for their organization and distinguish between the two types of
resources. The five main choices provided a range of options for the participant that
ordered the written management practices from fully focused on natural resource
management to fully focused on cultural resource management, with more nuanced
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options in between. 38.5% of respondents indicated that there were an equal amount of
written guidelines for both natural and cultural resources. However, 30.8% of
respondents answered that the majority of written guidelines in their organization focus
on natural resources, while only 3.85% of the respondents indicated the entirety of
written guidelines in their organization focus on cultural resources, with no respondents
indicating a majority of cultural resource guidelines compared to natural resource
guidelines within their organization. 7.7% of respondents stated that all of their
organization’s written guidelines focused on natural resources, and 19.2% did not know
at the time of the survey (Figure 4.16). The majority of respondents stated that their
organizations have equal amounts of written guidelines for both natural and cultural
resources. This response points back to responses from previous questions. The majority
of respondents said in question thirteen that their organizations maintain separate
guidelines for natural and cultural resources. This combined data shows that despite
having separate resource guidelines, there are (in general) an equal number of guidelines
for each resource. It also points to the separation of staff for resource management; an
equal number of written guidelines should, in theory, point towards a balanced allocation
of staff for each resource type. This allocation comparison is discussed in questions
below.
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Figure 4.16: Survey Question Seventeen Overall Responses

Question Eighteen
Questions eighteen and nineteen focus on the allocation of financial resources towards
each type of resource. Question eighteen asked participants to estimate what percentage
of their organization’s annual budget is allocated to natural resources. While the majority
of respondents answered that they did not know, encompassing 34.6% of the total
response, 26.9% of respondents stated that between 80-100% of their organization’s
annual budget was allocated towards natural resource management. 15.4% of respondents
chose the categories of 0-19% and 20-49%, while 7.7% of respondents chose between
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50-79%. The majority of participants did not know what percentage of their
organization’s annual budget was allocated to natural resources. However, a similar
number of respondents shared that their organizations allocate the majority of their
annual budgets to natural resource management (Figure 4.17).

Figure 4.17: Survey Question Eighteen Overall Responses

Question Nineteen
Question nineteen asked participants to estimate the percentage of their
organization’s annual budget towards cultural resource management. Similarly to the
response for question eighteen, 34.6% of respondents did not know how much of the
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annual budget was allocated to cultural resource management. However, the major
difference seen between this and the above question was the known percentage of
allocated funds for cultural resources. 30.8% of respondents indicated that only 0-19% of
their organization’s annual budget is allocated to cultural resource management. This
response shows a massive disparity between the allocation of funding for cultural
resources as compared to the funding for natural resources. This response is similar to
that of question eighteen; the majority of respondents did not know the percentage of
their organization’s annual budget allocated to cultural resources. This question shows
that there is again a similar number of respondents who chose another question response.
They indicated, however, that less than 20% of their organization’s annual budget is
allocated to resource management. Despite the majority of respondents having no current
knowledge of annual budget allocations, a comparable amount each provided data that
show that as a whole, organizations dedicate a higher percentage of their annual budget to
natural resource management than cultural resource management (Figure 4.18). This
comparison is further analyzed through the lens of private versus public organizations
who are making financial decisions based on factors such as the organization’s mission
statement or approach to land conservation.
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Figure 4.18: Survey Question Nineteen Overall Responses

Question Twenty
Question twenty asked participants to estimate the percentage of their
organization’s staff members who perform either or both natural and cultural resource
management duties. Of the 26 respondents, 46.2% answered that they did not know the
percentage, while 19.2% of respondents answered both 0-19% and 80-100%. Only 11.5%
of respondents answered 50-79%, and 3.85% answered 20-49%. This question was
included to gauge the participant’s knowledge of not only financial resource allocation
from the question above, but also manpower resource allocation in the form of different
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numbers of people within organizations hired and intended to manage each type of
resource. The responses to this question show that the majority of respondents did not
know what percentage of their organization’s staff members perform resource
management duties. However, an equal number of respondents indicated that their
organizations either allocate less than 20% or more than 80% of their staff to resource
management (Figure 4.19).

Figure 4.19: Survey Question Twenty Overall Responses

End of Survey
A final question ended the survey with the option for respondents to provide an
email address or phone number for the follow-up interview. Respondents had the choice
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to opt out of a follow-up interview. 25 respondents indicated their interest in a follow-up
interview, while one participant chose to opt out of the interview. This participant
reached out to the surveyor, and a follow-up interview was conducted after the survey
despite their initial response.
These survey responses show comprehensive data about the organizations
included in this study. The study sample is largely drawn from Charleston county, and
most represented organizations were established between 1960 and 2019. There was an
even split between responses from public and private organizations. The majority of
organizations have large annual operating budgets but only manage between one and
fifteen properties. There are more organizations managing less than 10,000 acres of land
overall, and the majority of these properties are located in Charleston county, with equal
numbers distributed amongst the remaining eight counties. Public and private
organizations share similar terminology as it pertains to landscape definitions and the
identification of natural and cultural resources. When it comes to managing these
resources, the majority of respondents stated that their organizations maintain written
management practices. However, there is almost an even split between organizations who
separate the management of these resources, and those who manage natural and cultural
resources together. Regardless of the separation of resources, the majority of
organizations maintain separate, but equal amounts, of resource guidelines and use
different guidelines and different personnel for each resource.
In terms of their allocation of funding and labor resources, most respondents did
not know the exact percentage of their annual budget allocated to each resource. For
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those that did know, they shared that more than 80% of the annual budget is allocated
towards natural resource management, while less than 20% is allocated to cultural
resource management. The same responses were seen for the allocation of staff to each
resource; the majority did not know, but those that did showed that their organizations
either allocate less than 20% or more than 80% of their staff to resource management.
This overview of the collected organizational data is used as the foundation for the
comparison between public and private organizations below.

Synthesis of Survey and Interview Responses
The data collected through the survey and interview process is intended to show
differences and similarities between the management of natural and cultural resources by
private and public organizations in the South Carolina Lowcountry region. The primary
comparison in the data analysis is between private organization and public organization
approaches to the management of each type of resource, including their established
management practices and the allocation of financial and labor resources. This
comparison is meant to reveal continuing or changing trends in the management of
landscapes and their resources by organizations operating in the Lowcountry, and how
these trends relate to precedent policies and practices discussed in Chapter Two.
The survey question used as the catalyst for the comparison of public and private
organizations was question five. This question asked participants to identify whether their
organization was publicly or privately operated. All 26 respondents answered this
question, and there was an even separation between the two types of organizations. 13
participants represented public organizations. Initially, 10 participants indicated that they
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represented private organizations, and three selected the “other” choice, and indicated
that their organizations operated as 501(c)(3) nonprofit groups. After analyzing the
survey and interview data, it was determined that these three organizations could be
placed in the “private organization” category for analysis (Figure 4.20).

Figure 4.20: Public and Private Identification Comparison

On its own, the survey data can be used to understand the relationship between
Lowcountry organizations primarily from a quantitative perspective. It includes
generalized data on the establishment of organizations and their operation locations
within the nine included South Carolina counties. The survey data also shows
quantitative data about the landscapes included in the survey data: their locations by
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county, total number of properties represented, and the total number of acres included in
the total number of properties managed. The survey asks organizations to define their
properties by the National Park Service’s four cultural landscape typologies, and later
asks participants to identify various types of cultural and natural resources that are
present on managed landscapes. These questions serve to show how private and public
organizations currently perceive landscapes and their resources; this study is intended to
determine if these perceptions can be directly tied to the management choices, practices,
and policies implemented for resource management, and the direct allocation of money
and staff members to each type of resource. The interview questions supplement the
survey data by providing more in-depth qualitative responses that can be linked to survey
responses. By interviewing participants, patterns in their responses to interview questions
could be identified, and, after coding, could then be applied to the corresponding survey
data.

Represented Organizations Overview
It is valuable to understand the general information about the public and private
organizations represented in the survey and interview data, as this general information
can be directly linked to the choices of organizations regarding their managed properties’
resources and the allocation of staff and other resources. Part of this foundation involves
the decade in which each organization was established; question four asked respondents
to provide the year in which their organization was established. The decade of
establishment can show if organizations were formed as a result of national, state, or local
changes in thoughts about landscape typologies, the evaluation of resources, and the
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management of land. The majority of public and private organizations included in the
collected data were established after 1960, with an equal number of public and private
organizations founded during the decades of the 1960s and 1970s (Figure 4.21).
However, the 1980s were dominated by the creation of five private organizations. The
next three decades saw two additional public organizations created in the 1990s and five
more private organizations between 1990 and 2019. This data shows that overall, the
majority of public organizations were formed prior to 1980 (six organizations) while the
majority of private organizations were formed after 1970 (twelve organizations). The
organizations represented include those established to maintain federal, state, municipal,
and private jurisdiction over landscapes in the nine South Carolina counties included in
the data. The establishment of the majority of represented public organizations prior to
1980 parallels the expansions of the federal government’s protections of nationallyvalued landscapes, while the decades after 1970 saw a rise in private landscape
management as private organizations were established by private landowners to
counterbalance the authority that the federal government had over a growing number of
landscapes in the country.
Two outlier decade ranges are the 1910s, which saw the emergence of one public
and one private organization, and the decades prior to 1900, which again show one public
and one private organization being established. The decades prior to the 1920s saw major
changes to the federal government’s role in landscape and resource conservation, as well
as Lowcountry landscapes experiencing more protections from groups of private
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individuals seeking to conserve land for the purpose of protecting ecological features and
promoting recreational activities.

Figure 4.21: Establishment of Organizations Comparison

To supplement the survey response data from question four, respondents were
asked at the beginning of the interview about the length of their tenure as an employee of
their organization (interview question one). This qualitative data serves to pinpoint where
each respondent entered the organization during its history. This data was helpful during
the analysis of respondents’ answers about landscape and resource definitions and the
allocation of resources because it provided plausible reasonings for why respondents
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provided certain answers. Some respondents began working for their organizations
during organizational changes to personnel or funding, while others entered their
organizations at the organization’s founding. Asking participants to explain their history
with the organization provided valuable qualitative insight that backed up quantitative
data.
Of the 13 public organization respondents, three (23.1%, n=13) stated that they
entered their organizations when they were first forming, while the remaining ten
(76.9%) entered their jobs after the organization had been established. Four respondents
(30.8%, n=13) from the private sector entered their organization as it was being
established, while the remaining nine participants (69.2%) began working for their
organization after its founding. With the majority of both public and private respondents
starting their jobs after their organization was established, their perspectives on resource
management may be different than those staff members who were hired at the start of
their organization and have experienced the implementation of changes to resource
management practices.
Discussions with interview participants about their length of tenure also resulted
in discussions about their educational backgrounds and subsequent current organizational
resource management roles. Interviewees provided brief timelines of their academic
backgrounds and journeys to their current organizational roles. Those that had natural
resource backgrounds had education and training in forestry, wildlife and environmental
biology, civil engineering, and other academic programs focused on the natural
environment. Cultural resource academic programs included archaeology, historic
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preservation, public history, and anthropology. Of the 13 interviewed public organization
respondents, three respondents (23.1%, n=13) had natural resource backgrounds, while
ten (76.9%, n=13) had cultural resource backgrounds. Meanwhile, nine private
organization staff members (69.2%, n=13) had backgrounds in natural resource
management, while only four (30.8%, n=13) had cultural resource management
backgrounds. There was a direct correlation between the respondents’ educational
backgrounds and their current roles within their organizations. All of the respondents
were serving in resource management roles that mirrored their academic knowledge and
resource training.
Another important theme from interview question one arose through the specific
titles or management roles of respondents. This theme describes a hierarchy of
management roles found within each organization. These roles, including technicians,
ground managers, administrative staff, or directors, directly relate to respondents’
institutional knowledge, including the maintenance of organizational guidelines, the
separation of resources in terms of guidelines or personnel, and the percentages of their
organization’s annual budgets towards either natural or cultural resources. It is inferred
that respondents who serve in higher roles within their institution’s hierarchy (acting as
director, head of a resource division, etc.) will have more knowledge of their
organization’s resource management practices and allocation of resources. All of the
interviewees were asked about their organizations’ hierarchies during the interview, and
all responded with where their particular organizational role fell within those hierarchies.
Of the public organization respondents, eight (61.5%, n=13) serve in higher positions,
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while five (38.5%, n=13) serve in more standard management positions. For private
organizations, nine respondents (69.2%, n=13) serve in high positions compared to the
four (30.8%, n=13) who serve in standard positions. The educational backgrounds,
lengths of tenure, and current roles of participants are all major factors in their
perceptions of landscapes, natural and cultural resources, and the ways in which they
perform management duties for their organization (Table 4.1).

Key Themes from
Public Count
Interview Question One

Private Count

Joined organization at its
founding

3

4

Joined organization after
its establishment

10

9

Educational background
in natural resources

3

9

Educational background
in cultural resources

10

4

Current role focuses on
natural resources

3

9

Current role focuses on
cultural resources

10

4

Position is higher within
organizational hierarchy

8

9

Position is lower within
organizational hierarchy

5

4

Table 4.1: Key Themes from Interview Question One
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Mapping each organization’s operation locations provided another foundational
piece of the data analysis. Responses from question three showed the spread of
organizational reach across the nine represented South Carolina counties (Figure 4.22).
Charleston county includes the largest number of organizations operating within the
county, with six public and seven private organizations maintaining a presence there.
There are four counties that share a border with Charleston county: Colleton, Dorchester,
Berkeley, and Georgetown counties. Each of these show different degrees of
organizational reach. Three public organizations and two private organizations have
operations in Colleton county. There are two public and two private organizations
operating in Dorchester county, two public and two private organizations operating in
Berkeley county, and two public and two private organizations operating in Georgetown
county. The four remaining counties, Horry, Hampton, Jasper, and Beaufort, each show
different levels of operation. Beaufort has three public and two private organizations
operating in the county, while Hampton and Jasper counties both have one public and one
private organization operating. Horry county has two public organizations maintaining
operations there, but no private organizations represented in the data. All of these
numbers show the overall operations of different private and public organizations across
the nine coastal counties and how organizations may overlap or have a direct relationship
with each other. Charleston county has the majority of public and private organizations
operating within it, with almost an even number of each organization. There is also a
general parity between public and private organizations across the remaining counties
(excluding Horry county, which only has two public organizations). This overall even
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distribution of public and private organizations the nine counties suggests that location is
not a major difference between the operation of public and private organizations.

Figure 4.22: Organization Operation Location Comparison

Represented Landscapes Overview
Supplementary data about the varieties of landscapes represented in the collected
data allows for a better understanding of the spread of landscapes across the nine South
Carolina counties, the overall number of properties managed by organizations, and the
total acreage maintained by each type of organization. The data gathered from these
questions, when analyzed alongside the general organization data, provides a clearer
understanding of the scope of public and private organization landscape management in
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the Lowcountry. These questions allow for an analysis of the quantitative features of the
landscapes represented in the data.
Question nine asked respondents to indicate where the landscapes managed by
their organization are located (Figure 4.23). Charleston county holds the largest number
of landscapes managed by private and public organizations, with ten managed by public
entities and seven managed through private organizations. Beaufort county had the
highest degree of difference between organizations, with two managed through private
organizations and seven managed by public organizations. Across the nine counties,
public organizations have a broader reach than private organizations. The “other”
category shows two landscapes managed by private organizations that fall outside of the
scope of the nine counties.

Figure 4.23: Locations of Managed Landscapes Comparison
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Along with identifying the county locations of the landscapes maintained by their
organizations, respondents were asked in question seven to write the number of
properties managed in the Lowcountry by their organization. As described above, the
term “property” was defined as lots of land with distinct, legally identifiable boundaries
set apart from surrounding land. Identifying the number of properties managed by public
and private narrows the scope of landscape data once again, allowing for an analysis of
not only the spread of landscapes across counties but also the actual amount of property
seen through collected quantitative numerical data. Overall, private organizations manage
more properties spread across the Lowcountry than public organizations (Figure 4.24).
Eight public organizations wrote that they manage between one and fifteen properties,
while two other public organizations each manage 16 to 30 and two more manage 31 to
50 properties each. Comparatively, private organizations' responses showed that the
majority of respondents, six, manage one to fifteen properties. One private organization,
however, manages between 51 and 75 properties, and another manages more than 100
properties.
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Figure 4.24: Number of Managed Properties Comparison

The above collected data regarding the number of managed properties should be
supplemented with data about actual land acreage represented in the included properties.
Although private organizations manage more properties, this does not necessarily mean
that they manage more total land acreage than public organizations. Question eight’s
purpose was to further narrow the understanding of the amount of land managed by
organizations through a numerical, quantitative perspective. The collected data shows a
varied amount of participant responses (Figure 4.25). The majority of public organization
respondents indicated that their organizations manage between 10,001 to 50,000 acres of
land, while the majority of private organization respondents stated that their organizations
only manage between 1,001 to 5,000 acres. However, three public organizations
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responded that they manage more than 100,000 acres, and there were no private
organizations who answered that they manage more than 10,000 acres of land.

Figure 4.25: Total Acreage of Managed Land Comparison

The information above provides necessary general background information about
the differences in establishment periods, the spread of operations and landscape locations,
the total number of properties, and the total land acreage of the landscapes managed by
public and private organizations in the Lowcountry. This generalized information helps to
form the basis for the remaining data below, which continues the comparison of public
and private land management groups based on their organizational perceptions of
landscapes and resources, and the management practices that result.
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Organizational Perceptions
How public and private organizations perceive the landscapes they manage, and
the different types of resources found on those landscapes, directly impacts how they
choose to address and prioritize those resources. This section compares how
organizations foundationally define their landscapes, based on National Park Service
cultural landscape definitions (outlined in Chapter 2) and the types of natural and cultural
resources they recognize on those landscapes. Cultural resources include buildings,
structures, objects, and sites. Natural resources include wildlife habitats, botanical
communities, state or local flora species, hydrological features, and soil varieties. These
perceptions of landscapes and resources are, as discussed above, impacted by the
educational backgrounds and resource training of current staff included in this study.
As outlined above, the National Park Service’s Guidelines for the Treatment of
Cultural Landscapes defines four cultural landscape typologies: historic sites, historic
designed landscapes, historic vernacular landscapes, and ethnographic landscapes.
Respondents were asked in question ten to define the landscapes managed by their
organizations using these four definitions from the National Park Service (Figure 4.26).
Out of the four definitions, public organization respondents chose “historic vernacular
landscape” most frequently (13 times), followed by “ethnographic landscape” (12 times)
and “historic site” (9 times). Private organization respondents chose “historic site” most
frequently (9 times), with “historic vernacular landscape” (8 times) and “ethnographic
landscape” (6 times) coming in second and third. For both public and private organization
respondents, “historic designed landscape” was chosen the least (public = 6 times; private
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= 4 times). This data shows that public organizations as a whole define more of their
managed landscapes as historic vernacular landscapes, and private organizations define
their managed landscapes more frequently within the historic site category.

Figure 4.26: Types of NPS Cultural Landscapes Comparison

Interview question two supplemented the survey question on defining landscapes
based on National Park Service standards. This question, “how would you define the term
‘landscape,’” was used to understand what prior knowledge or experience individual
participants were bringing to their roles as resource managers, and where their definitions
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of the term “landscape” fell on a scale between natural and cultural. The majority of
private organization respondents (11, 84.6%, n=13) grounded their landscape definitions
in “natural resource” terminology or language. These participants identified natural
resources like wetland systems, longleaf pine stands, and endangered species habitats as
qualifiers for their landscapes’ identities as “natural” landscapes. When prompted to
define cultural resources in comparison, they primarily identified man-made elements
like buildings and structures, but did not state that these landscape features contributed to
their understanding of what “landscapes” are, foundationally. Rather, they shared that the
natural resource features contributed more to their perceptions of what the term
“landscape” means. Public organization participants also similarly defined landscapes by
their natural resources. However, when asked to make the same comparison between
each resource type, more public organization interviewees (9, 69.2%, n=13) had nuanced
definitions of cultural and natural resources, discussing some landscape features like rice
field impoundments as having the ability to be perceived as both natural and cultural
resources, due to the evolution of their use or management. The responses to definitions
of natural and cultural resources as they relate to landscapes show that these resource
categories are influenced by both organizational guiding principles and the respondent’s
personal subjective interpretations (Table 4.2).

92

Key Themes for
Interview
Question Two

Public Count

Private Count

Descriptive
language primarily
rooted in natural
resources

3

11

Descriptive
language blurred
natural and cultural
resources

9

2

Descriptive
language primarily
rooted in cultural
resources

1

0

Table 4.2: Key Themes from Interview Question Two

The landscapes managed by public and private organizations in the Lowcountry
each individually incorporate a wide variety of both natural and cultural resources.
Questions fifteen and sixteen asked respondents to select from a list of cultural and
natural resources that they could identify on their landscapes. These two questions were
formulated to avoid directly asking about management practices for each type of
resource; their purpose was to allow respondents to identify any resources that are simply
present on any of the organization’s managed land. Question fifteen asked for
respondents to identify if there are any buildings, structures, sites, or objects on their
organization’s landscapes (Figure 4.27). Public organization respondents chose
“buildings” as their most frequently identified resource. This resource was chosen 13
times, with “sites” chosen 12 times, “structures” chosen 11 times, and “objects” chosen
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eight times. In comparison, private organization respondents chose “structures” most
frequently (10 times), followed by “buildings” and “sites” each chosen nine times, and
“objects” only chosen four times. Based on this comparison, it can be inferred that both
public and private organizations address cultural resources using analogous terminology,
identifying a similar amount of buildings, structures, and sites on their respective
landscapes, with slight variations in the numbers of resources chosen by each type of
organization.

4.27: Cultural Resources Present on Managed Landscapes Comparison
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Question sixteen asked respondents to identify natural resources found on their
organization’s managed landscapes from a list of identifiable resources (Figure 4.28).
This list, while not an exhaustive list of natural resource types, included wildlife habitats,
hydrological features, and local flora, as well as other resources. Public organization
respondents chose “wildlife habitats” and “hydrological features” most frequently (12
times each), with “botanical communities” chosen 11 times, “state or local flora species”
ten times, and “soil varieties” seven times. Private organization respondents, however,
chose every category except “soil varieties” a total of ten times, while choosing “soil
varieties” only seven times. Two respondents chose the “other” category and wrote in
separate responses of “none” and “maritime forest, green tree reservoir, marshlands” to
round out their answers. Based on these responses, it can be inferred that both
organizations identify similar types of natural resources. These results show that public
and private organizations both perceive natural resources in similar ways; this sets forth
the expectation that both organization types will manage these resources in similar ways.
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Figure 4.28: Natural Resources Present on Managed Landscapes Comparison

The results from the three questions above show that public and private
organizations have similar definitions for landscapes and both natural and cultural
resources, but that each organization type sees each resource as contributing differently to
the interpretations of landscapes. Public and private organizations identified similar
numbers of cultural resources on their properties, but in private organizations, cultural
resources are not seen as the immediate defining features of landscapes, while natural
resources are. There are public organizations who share this same perception, but some
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public organizations view both natural and cultural resources as equally contributing to
the ways in which they interpret landscapes. These responses can be attributed to both the
education that staff members received prior to working professionally, and the resource
training that they received throughout their academic and professional careers. Their
education on landscapes and resources had a direct impact on the ways in which they
interpret and engage with landscapes and their features.
Understanding how organizations interpret the landscapes they manage, and the
resources located within them, builds on the framework of knowledge about how
organizations are operating and managing their Lowcountry landscapes. The remainder
of the collected data directly addresses the primary question of this study, how private
and public organizations are managing natural and cultural resources. As stated above,
the ways in which organizations define landscapes and resources has a direct impact on
which resources are prioritized and what amounts of funding and manpower are allocated
to each resource category.

The Management of Natural and Cultural Resources
There are five survey questions that provide essential aggregate data for the
comparison of public and private organization resource management (Figure 4.29). The
first question to set up the analysis of management practices within public and private
organizations was question eleven. This question asked organizations to identify if they
maintained any written policies, protocols, or plans that “apply or reference to natural
and/or cultural resource management.” 100% of the public organization respondents
answered “yes” to this question. The responses from private organization participants
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were more varied. 69.2% of private organization respondents answered “yes,” while
7.7% responded “no.” 15.4% responded “maybe” to the question, and another 7.7%
responded that they did not know. The entirety of public organization respondents
choosing “yes” to having written management practices can perhaps be attributed to their
relationship with federally codified practices. The variety of responses from private
organizations can be attributed to federal natural environment policies, the educational
backgrounds of respondents, and the duties that they perform within their roles.

Figure 4.29: Maintenance of Written Guidelines for Natural and/or Cultural Resource Management
Comparison
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Interview question three served to supplement survey question eleven with
qualitative data about the current management philosophies implemented by the
respondents’ organizations. This was an open-ended question intended to provide
interviewees with the chance to explain current organizational thoughts and ideas about
natural and cultural resource management in general. It was important to see if
participants were thinking about resources on their landscapes through the lens of
established policies, to see if any of those policies referenced historic precedents and, if
so, how those policies evolved. Respondents from public organizations described their
organization’s philosophy of management and approach to landscape management with
references to codified federal laws or regulatory guidelines (100%, n=13). Private
landscape representatives also referenced published federal regulations on natural
resource management (69.2%, n=13). Those private organization respondents who did
not choose “yes” provided reasons for their choices. The two respondents who indicated
“maybe” (15.4%, n=13) did not know whether their organization maintained management
guidelines but explained that they continued to use the academic training received prior
to working as the basis for their resource management. Similarly, the one respondent
(7.7%, n=13) who chose “no” stated that they used training learned during their education
to make management decisions. The respondent who answered “unknown” at the time of
the survey (7.7%, n=13) shared that their organization did in fact use resource
management guidelines based in federal guidelines (Table 4.3).

99

Key Themes for
Interview
Question Three

Public Count

Private Count

Management
guidelines followed
codified federal
regulations

13

10

Management
guidelines followed
previously-learned
academic or
professional
training

0

3

Table 4.3: Key Themes from Interview Question Three

Survey question twelve asked respondents if their organizations managed natural
and cultural resources on managed landscapes separately (Figure 4.30). This question
provides the most important data to the analysis of organizational resource management.
While 46.2% of public organization respondents stated that their organizations manage
natural and cultural resources separately, only 23.1% of the private organizations manage
their resource separately, and the same percentage did not know at the time of the survey.
Meanwhile, 46.2% of private organization respondents stated that their organizations
manage these resources together; of the remaining public organization respondents, only
30.8% stated that their organizations manage natural and cultural resources together. The
remaining 23.1% of public organizations were unsure and replied with “maybe,” and only
7.7% of private organization respondents replied with “maybe.”
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Figure 4.30: Separation of Management of Natural and Cultural Resources Comparison

To supplement survey question twelve, there were three interview questions that
were intended to gain more insight on how respondents viewed the separation or
combination of natural and cultural resource management. Interview question five asked
respondents if they felt that there was a “balancing of natural and cultural resource
management” in their organization. The sixth interview question asked participants if
they believed natural and cultural resources should be balanced in terms of their
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management. Finally, the seventh interview question asked participants if they thought
natural and cultural resources should be managed separately or together. Answers to
these questions were evaluated using inductive codes gathered from responses.
All 26 interviewed respondents answered interview question five. Of the 13
respondents from public organizations, 11 (84.6%, n=13) stated that they did feel that
natural and cultural resource management was balanced within their organization. Only
two respondents (15.4%, n=13) replied that they felt there was an unbalance between the
management of both resources. Private organization interviewees were almost evenly
split between feeling that resources were balanced or unbalanced, with seven respondents
(53.8%, n=13) stating that there is a balance between the two, and five respondents
(38.5%, n=13) feeling that there is an unbalance between resources. One private
organization respondent (7.7%, n=13) could not provide an answer to the question and
responded that they did not know.
Another theme from this discussion was the prioritization of resources when
resources were compromised due to environmental or human interference. Public
organization respondents provided nuanced descriptions of circumstances where one
resource was prioritized over the other, with all of these respondents (100%, n=13)
expressing that their prioritization of natural or cultural resources over each other during
these circumstances was evenly split and heavily dependent upon factors like the type of
resource and funding available to address resource needs (The allocation of funding is
discussed in the “Allocation of Management Resources” section below). In comparison,
the majority of private organization respondents stated that in general, the natural
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resources on their managed landscapes were prioritized over the cultural resources in
these circumstances. Ten respondents (76.9%, n=13) from private organizations
explained that in situations where resources have been compromised, their response is to
address the natural resources impacted first, and then address issues regarding any
impacted cultural resources. They described not only their academic training in natural
resource management, but also the guiding missions of their organizations, as factors for
why they prioritized natural resources. However, three private organization respondents
(23.1%, n=13) did state that, similarly to the responses from public organizations, they
addressed natural and cultural resource needs in more nuanced ways and did not
necessarily prioritize one over the other (Table 4.4).

Key Themes for
Public Count
Interview Question Five

Private Count

There is a balance of
resource management

11

7

Resource management is
unbalanced

2

5

Unknown/cannot
describe

0

1

One resource generally
prioritized over another

0

10

Resource prioritization
dependent upon
organization factors

13

3

Table 4.4: Key Themes from Interview Question Five
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Interview question six was intended to allow interviewees the chance to continue
their answer to interview question five. They were invited to not only express their
perceptions of the ways in which natural and cultural resources are balanced or
unbalanced in their organizations, but also to share whether they thought these resources
should be balanced in terms of management and the allocation of resources like funding
and labor. Like previous questions, inductive coding was implemented during the postinterview process to draw out specific responses relating to these perspectives. All of the
public organization respondents (100%, n=13) shared that they believe these resources
should be balanced in terms of management and personnel: that each resource type is
important for distinct reasons, and each should be allocated similar amounts of resources
and personnel. This data can be compared to survey responses from questions twelve and
thirteen, where public respondents indicated that as a whole, their organizations separate
the management of and guidelines about natural and cultural resources.
Differing responses came with the interviews of private organization participants.
Almost all of these private participants (10, 76.9%, n=13) explained that they believed
natural resource management was a priority. Participants who received educational
training in natural resource management were more willing to prioritize natural resources
over cultural. In comparison, three private respondents (23.1%, n=13) indicated that these
resources should have balanced management and resource allocation. When asked, each
respondent shared their individual perspectives on resource management. These
perspectives were influenced by the respondents’ educational backgrounds and the
guiding philosophy of their organization. The private organization respondents whose
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knowledge and education was rooted in cultural resource or heritage management
recommended a more balanced response to resource management (Table 4.5).

Key Themes for Interview
Question Six

Public Count

Private Count

Resources should be balanced 13

3

Resources should not be
balanced

10

0

Table 4.5: Key Themes from Interview Question Six

Interview question seven provided integral qualitative data needed to support the
responses from survey question twelve. This interview question asked respondents if they
thought natural and cultural resources should be managed separately or together. This
distinguishes from the separation or integration of resources currently being implemented
by organizations represented in the data through their responses to survey question
twelve. The focus of interview question seven was on the separation of management
guidelines. Interview respondents for question seven provided varying responses. All 26
participants provided feedback for question seven. Of the 13 public organization
respondents who were interviewed, 10 (76.9%, n=13) stated that they believed natural
and cultural resources should be managed separately. Three respondents (23.1%, n=13)
said that they thought natural and cultural resources should be managed together. In
comparison, 11 private organization respondents (84.6%, n=13) indicated that natural and
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cultural resources should be managed together, and two (15.4%, n=13) thought they
should be managed separately (Table 4.6).

Key Themes for
Interview Question Seven

Public Count

Private Count

Resources should be
managed separately

10

2

Resources should be
managed together

3

11

Unknown/no opinion

0

0

Table 4.6: Key Themes from Interview Question Seven

The responses from survey question twelve and interview questions five, six, and
seven show not only the current degrees of separation between the separation of resource
management, but also current staff perceptions of their organizations’ management
practices, and how they interpret possible future management changes. The majority of
public organizations currently separate the management of natural and cultural resources
and feel that there is a balance between the management of each resource. They
emphasize that there should be a balance between the two resources, but that each
resource type should continue to be separated in terms of their management. Private
organizations, as a whole, manage natural and cultural resources together. They differ in
their perceptions of the balancing of these resources’ management, with the majority
prioritizing natural resources. However, the majority think that there should not be a
separation of resources, but that natural and cultural should be managed together.
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Survey question thirteen asked respondents if their organizations maintained
separate natural and cultural resource management guidelines (Figure 4.31). This
question shows a large distinction between the responses of public and private
organizations. The majority (92.3%, n=13) of public organization respondents stated that
their organizations do maintain separate guidelines for each resource. The responses from
private organizations were vastly different than those from public organizations. An even
percentage of respondents (38.5%) each stated that their organizations do and do not
maintain separate guidelines for each resource. Only 23.1% of private organization
respondents answered that they did not know at the time of the survey.

Figure 4.31: Separate Natural and Cultural Resource Management Guidelines Comparison
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Interview question seven can be compared with the data above after analyzing the
responses from survey question thirteen. There is a direct correlation between the amount
of survey question thirteen responses from public organizations that indicated there was a
separation of guidelines and the number of respondents during the interview who stated
that they thought these resources should be managed separately. This comparison reflects
the majority belief from public organization respondents that natural and cultural
resources should be managed through separate guidelines, as question thirteen’s data
shows that this is currently how their organizations operate. Private organizations,
however, primarily advocated for the integration of natural and cultural resource
management guidelines in their interview question seven responses.
Survey question seventeen was used as a supplement to questions eleven and
thirteen, asking participants to describe their organization’s focus on existing written
guidelines regarding management practices for cultural and natural resources (Figure
4.32). Similar to question thirteen, this question prompted respondents to consider their
organization’s division of written guidelines between natural and cultural resources, and
whether their management practices focused more on natural or cultural resources. This
question was intended for organizations who indicated that they do maintain general
written resource guidelines (as established in question eleven). Respondents had a range
of six options to choose from, with two of the options indicating that all of the written
management practices focused on either natural or cultural resources, respectively. The
middle three choices indicated either a majority of written guidelines for one resource
over the other, or the choice to state that equal amounts of written guidelines for natural
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and cultural resources existed. The final option allowed respondents to share that they
had no knowledge of their organization’s separation of written guidelines.
Of the 13 public organization respondents, 53.8% stated that their organization
has an equal amount of written resource management practices for both natural and
cultural resources. Meanwhile, 38.5% of the respondents stated that a majority of their
organization’s written practices focus on natural resources, and 7.7% did not know at the
time of the survey. In comparison, the majority (30.8%) of private organization
respondents indicated that they did not know, while an equal amount of respondents,
23.1% each, stated that their organizations either had a majority of written guidelines for
natural resources, or that there are equal amounts of guidelines for both natural and
cultural resources. There were no respondents from either group who indicated that a
majority of their written guidelines focused on cultural resources. None of the public
organization respondents indicated that their organizations had the entirety of their
guidelines focused on cultural resources, but 7.7% of private organization respondents
stated that all of their written guidelines focused on cultural resources.
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Figure 4.32: Focus of Written Guidelines on Resource Management Practices Comparison

Interview questions three and four (question four is discussed below) can be used
to supplement the collected data from survey question seventeen. Interviewing
respondents about their organizations’ current management philosophies and whether
there have been changes to their policies for these resources over time provides the
qualitative, current knowledge that participants have regarding what their organizations’
management practices looked like previously and how they have changed to be more
strategic in addressing the types and amounts of different resources on managed
landscapes.
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The final survey question that shows a direct comparison between public and
private organizational approaches to resource management is question 14 (Figure 4.33).
This question asked respondents to choose from four options that best described the way
that their organization handled the intersection of resource management and management
personnel. The range of answers had two distinct options: whether the organization uses
the same management policies and same personnel for both natural and cultural resource
management, or if it uses different management policies and different personnel. The two
intermediate options offered respondents the ability to indicate that their organizations
use the same policies but different personnel, or different policies but the same personnel.
The majority of public respondents (61.5%) indicated that their organizations
maintain different policies and different personnel for each resource. Another 23.1%
stated that their organizations use different policies but the same personnel performing
management duties on landscapes. 7.7% of respondents each indicated that they use the
same policies and personnel or that they use the same policies but different personnel.
Meanwhile, an equal percentage of private respondents (30.8%) each stated that they
have the same policies and personnel or different policies but the same personnel
performing management duties. Another 30.8% did not know at the time of the survey,
and a final 7.7% stated that their organization uses different policies and different
personnel for resource management.
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Figure 4.33: Policies and Personnel for the Management of Natural and Cultural Resources Comparison

There are four interview questions that can supplement the data retrieved from
survey question 14. The first is interview question four, which asked if there have been
noticeable changes in policies for natural and cultural resources over time. Question eight
asked if the respondent has noticed differences in management practices between private
and public organizations. Question nine asked if the respondent thinks that there should
or could be a co-managing of natural and cultural resources between staff members
within an organization. Finally, question ten asked respondents if they believe there is a
need for specialized training or knowledge for the combined management of natural and

112

cultural resources. Answers to these questions were evaluated using inductive codes
gathered from responses.
Interview questions one and four are directly correlated, because the respondent’s
understanding of any organizational changes to management policies is directly related to
the length of time that they have been associated with their organization in their current
role. All 26 respondents have been working within their organizations for a minimum of
one year, and every respondent has seen some form of change occur within their
organization. The most prominent theme that arose from question four was the degree of
changes that participants had noticed or been a part of in their organizational roles. Those
on the private side discussed how there were very little to no changes in management
policies, while respondents on the public side explained major changes; some occurred
prior to their involvement in the organization and had a direct impact on their roles in the
organization when they were hired, while other changes happened after they had begun
their jobs (Table 4.7).
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Key Themes from
Interview Question Four

Public Count

Private Count

Major changes to policies
for both natural and cultural
resources discussed

7

0

Changes to natural, but no
changes to cultural

0

1

Changes to cultural, but no
changes to natural

5

1

Some changes to policies
for both, but nothing major

1

0

No changes to either

0

10

Table 4.7: Key Themes from Interview Question Four

Interview question eight asked respondents if they had seen any noticeable
differences in the management practices between public and private organizations, and
each group indicated major differences between the types of policies and styles of
management of public and private organizations. Across the board, all respondents noted
that organizations in one category have different resource priorities and different
management practices compared to the other category of organizations. However, the
discussions resulting from this question did not consider differences in personnel
responsibilities or the separation of personnel between natural and cultural resources, but
only focused on management policies and resource priorities between institutions. All of
the respondents from both public and private organizations (100%, n=26) stated that they
see differences in management priorities between each organization type. The majority of
both public organizations (69.2%, n=13) and private organizations (84.6%, n=13) noted
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that there are different management styles implemented by organizations in each
category, and the majority of both public organizations (53.8%, n=13) and private
organizations (92.3%, n=13) say there are different guiding principles for each
organization. However, all of the public and private organizations (100%, n=26) agree
that each organization manages the same types of natural and cultural resources. This
particular theme mirrors the responses to survey questions fifteen and sixteen, where
organizations identified similar numbers of both cultural resources and natural resources
(Table 4.8).

Key Themes from Public Count
Interview
Question Eight

Private Count

Perceives different
resource priorities
between
organizations

13

13

Noted different
9
management styles
between
organizations

11

Different
organizational
philosophies or
guiding principles

7

12

Organizations
manage the same
resources

13

13

Table 4.8: Key Themes from Interview Question Eight
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Interview questions nine and ten both asked respondents about resource
management personnel needs. Question nine asked if participants thought that natural and
cultural resources should or could be managed by a combination of staff personnel who
individually may have skills in either natural or cultural resource management. A higher
percentage of public organization respondents (69.2%, n=13) indicated that they thought
that co-management of these resources could be possible, while the majority of private
organization respondents (92.3%, n=13) stated that natural and cultural resources should
be managed by separate personnel individually trained for either natural or cultural
resource management. This interview question can be compared to responses from
interview question seven regarding the separation of resource management. Interview
question seven asked participants if they thought natural and cultural resources should be
managed separately or together. The majority of public organization respondents said that
they thought these resources should have separate management guidelines, while the
majority of private organization respondents stated that these resources should have
integrated guidelines, reflecting their responses to question thirteen.
This data, when compared to the data from interview question nine, shows a
juxtaposition between how organizations view the separation of management guidelines
versus management personnel. Despite the majority of public organizations advocating
for the separation of natural and cultural resource management, a large percentage stated
in interview question nine that there could be collaboration between personnel trained in
either natural or cultural resource management. Respondents who answered this way
described the benefits of utilizing staff trained in either resource management field for
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addressing general resource issues and needs. They expressed that staff members trained
for resource management in one field still provided valuable insights and perspectives
when addressing issues regarding the other field. Despite the accepted position that
natural and cultural resources need separate management, public organizations view staff
members as sharing equal responsibilities in this management. Private organizations,
alternatively, advocated that natural and cultural resources should each be managed
separately by staff members with specific management training for each resource. This
majority response contrasts with previous private organization responses to interview
question seven, where the majority said that natural and cultural resources should be
managed together (Table 4.9).

Key Themes from Public Count
Interview
Question Nine

Private Count

There could/should 9
be co-management
of both natural and
cultural resources

1

Each resource
4
should be managed
by individual staff
members with
specific resource
training

12

Table 4.9: Key Themes from Interview Question Nine
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The final question of the interview (interview question ten) asked participants if
they thought there may be a need in the resource management profession for specialized
educational training in both natural and cultural resource management, with the resulting
personnel gaining the ability to bridge both management worlds and perform natural
resource and cultural resource management duties within one organization or under one
job description. All 26 respondents indicated their interest in seeing a position like the
one described become a reality in the future (Table 4.10).

Key Themes from Public Count
Interview
Question Ten

Private Count

There is a need for
specialized
collaborative
training for natural
and cultural
resource
management

13

13

Table 4.10: Key Themes from Interview Question Ten

The survey and interview questions described in the section above all serve as
integral components in the analysis of public and private organization resource
management. Organizations, after initially establishing whether they have any written
guidelines for general resource management, were then tasked with describing both the
guidelines themselves and the resource management practices implemented as a direct
result of those guidelines and policies. The responses to whether organizations’ natural
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and cultural resources are managed separately were then compared to responses
regarding the separation of resource guidelines, the focus of those various guidelines, and
how staff members are assigned to management positions for executing the established
guidelines for each resource.
Major comparisons between public and private organizations are seen in this
section. While the majority of public organizations manage their natural and cultural
resources separately, the majority of public organizations manage their resources
together. All of the public organizations maintain written resource guidelines, but not all
public organizations do. Most public and private organizations follow codified federal
regulations, but some private organizations utilize academic or professional training as
the foundation for their management practices. Private organizations tend to prioritize
natural resources over cultural resources but do state that resources should be managed
together in guidelines, though each resource should be managed by different personnel
with specific resource training. Meanwhile, public organizations’ priorities regarding
natural and cultural resources depend on factors like funding and personnel. Public
organizations as a whole are currently using different policies and different personnel for
each resource but believe that there could be a cooperative management between the two
resource types. Together, both public and private organizations agree that they have a
need or desire for specialized training that combines natural and cultural resource training
and results in personnel who can facilitate the management of both resources
simultaneously. These comparisons between public and private organizations and their
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specific resource management practices will be supplemented by information regarding
the allocation of annual budget percentages and labor resources in the following section.

The Allocation of Management Resources
The final topic of analysis is the allocation of resources per organization; this
includes the differences between the allocation of annual budget funds towards natural
resources and cultural resources and the percentages of organization staff performing
resource management duties as a whole. This section is valuable for tying management
practices to the financial choices of organizations and can serve as a metric for the
comparison between collected aggregate survey data and qualitative interview responses.
Where funding or labor is allocated can have a direct impact on current management
practices, future changes to those policies, and increased or decreased need for staff
members to perform different management duties. As mentioned above, the positions that
respondents hold within their organizations does significantly impact their institutional
knowledge of management practices and resource allocation.
Question six asked respondents to choose from a range of operating budgets and
indicate where their organization fell within the range of options (Figure 4.34). The
majority of public organizations have an annual operating budget of more than $500,000
(92.3%), while 7.7% operate at under $50,000 annually. Half (50%) of private
organizations represented in the data operate with more than $500,000 in their annual
budget, but the other half is almost evenly distributed amongst the remaining budget
ranges. 16.7% of private organizations have annual operating budgets between $400,000
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and $500,000, while 8.3% each operate within the remaining annual budget ranges,
except for the $200,000 to $300,000 range.

Figure 4.34: Organization Annual Operating Budget Comparison

To understand how organizations’ annual operating budgets are split between
natural and cultural resource management, survey questions 18 and 19 serve to show the
differences between the percentages of annual budgets allocated to natural versus cultural
resource management per organization type.
When analyzing the percentage of their annual budgets that are allocated to
natural resources (question 18), 38.5% of public organization respondents stated that
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between 80-100% of their budget is allocated to natural resources alone (Figure 4.35).
Another 23.1% indicated that they allocate between 0-19%, and between 20-49%,
respectively. Finally, 15.4% of respondents from public organizations did not know the
percentages at the time of the survey. On the private side, the majority (53.8%) of
respondents did not know what percentage of their annual operating budget is allocated to
natural resources. 15.4% of respondents indicated between 80-100%, and between 5079%, respectively. 7.7% stated their organization allocates between 20-49%, and the last
7.7% indicated between 0-19% of the budget.

Figure 4.35: Percentage of Annual Operating Budget Allocated to Natural Resource Management
Comparison
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The percentages of annual budgets that are allocated to cultural resources
(question 19) are interesting to compare with the above data about natural resource
budget allocation (Figure 4.36). 46.2% of public organizations allocate only 0-19% of
their annual budget to cultural resources. 23.1% allocate 20-49% of their budgets, and
15.4% are unsure of the percentage of annual budget allocation. 7.7% of public
organizations each allocate between 50-79% and 80-100%, respectively. In comparison,
53.8% of private organizations do not know the percentage of their annual budget that is
allocated to cultural resources, while 23.1% allocate between 20-49%. 15.4% allocate
between 0-19%, and 7.7% of the respondents say that their organization allocates 80100% of its annual budget to cultural resource management.
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Figure 4.36: Percentage of Annual Operating Budget Allocated to Cultural Resource Management
Comparison

The majority of private organizations were unsure of the allocation of their
organizations’ annual budget funds to both natural and cultural resources, as seen in their
responses to questions 18 and 19. While there is the possibility that these respondents did
not have the answer to this question at the time of the survey, their responses can still be
compared to the various roles that respondents perform within their organizations, which
is explained in interview question one. With the majority of both public and private
organization representatives working in high-level positions within their organizations, it
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is important that those who are privy to budget data know how their budget is divided
between natural and cultural resources.
The final comparison of resource allocation data comes from question 20. This
question asked participants about the percentage of their organization’s staff members
who perform natural and/or cultural resource management duties (Figure 4.37). Four
respondents from private organizations (30.1%, n=13) said that between 80-100% of their
staff members perform resource management duties, while three (23.1%, n=13)
respondents from public organizations said that 50-79% of their staff members perform
management duties. Three (23.1%, n=13) public organization respondents indicated that
only 0-19% of their staff perform management duties, while one (7.7%, n=13) private
organization showed that 0-19% of their staff perform these jobs. The majority of both
public and private organizations, however, did not know what percentage of their staff
perform these resource management duties (53.8% public, 38.5% private, n=13). These
majority “unknown” responses can be similarly interpreted like the “unknown” responses
from previous questions. Respondents may not have had answers to this question at the
time of the survey, but these responses still point out the necessity for public and private
organization participants working in high-level organization jobs to have institutional
knowledge of the allocation of staff roles for each type of resource.
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Figure 4.37: Percentages of Staff Performing Natural and/or Cultural Resource Management Duties
Comparison

This section of the data analysis provides comparisons between public and private
organizations’ allocation of both funding and labor resources. The data collected shows
that both public and private organizations have budgets that exceed $500,000 annually.
The majority of public organizations allocate more than 80% of their annual budget to
natural resource management while allocating less than 20% to cultural resources. In
comparison, private organizations who did know the percentage of their organization’s
resource allocation shared that the majority allocate more than 50% of their annual
budget to natural resource management, and less than 50% to cultural resource
management. The majority of respondents from both public and private organizations did
not know what percentage of staff within their respective organizations were split
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between natural and cultural resource management. Of the respondents who shared this
institutional knowledge at the time of the survey (choosing responses besides
“unknown”), the majority of those public respondents (30.8%, n=13) indicated that less
than 50% of their staff members perform resource management duties, while the majority
of those private respondents (53.8%, n=13) shared that more than 50% of their staff
members perform resource management duties.

A Summary Comparison of Public and Private Organizations
The section below provides a summary of the comparison between public and
private organizations. The aggregate public organization data shows that the majority
were established prior to 1980, and that the majority of organizations operate and manage
landscapes in Charleston county. Although they consist of less individual properties,
these public landscapes are composed of more total land acreage than those managed by
private organizations. The majority of respondents joined their organizations after they
had already been founded. These respondents primarily have backgrounds in cultural
resource management and currently serve in organizational roles focused on the
management of cultural resources.
As a whole, these organizations have written natural and cultural resource
management guidelines and follow federal codified regulations regarding resource
management. The majority manage natural and cultural resources separately and maintain
separate resource guidelines, though there are an equal amount of guidelines for both
natural and cultural resources. Public organization respondents think there is a balance of
natural and cultural resource management within their organizations, though their
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prioritization of resources when complications arise depends on the resource type and
funding available to address the issues. Their allocation of annual budget resources
reflects their separation of natural and cultural resources, with more than 80% of the
budget allocated to natural resource management, and less than 20% allocated to cultural
resource management. The majority of public organization respondents shared that their
organizations maintain different policies and different personnel for each resource, but
did not know what percentage of staff members within their organization perform
resource management duties at the time of the survey. Respondents stated that they have
noticed policies regarding natural and cultural resources change over time. They believe
there should be a balance between natural and cultural resource management, but that
these resources should continue to be managed separately, though they recognize that
there could be collaboration between resource staff members from each resource type for
the overall management of landscape resources. Staff members do see differences in the
ways public and private organizations prioritize and manage resources but recognize that
these organizations manage the same types of natural and cultural resources found on
Lowcountry landscapes.
Private organizations included in this study were founded mostly after 1970, and
that the majority of organizations operate and manage landscapes in Charleston county.
Private organizations manage more individual properties than public organizations, but
these properties compose less land acreage than that managed by public organizations.
The majority of respondents joined their organizations after they had already been
founded. These respondents primarily have both backgrounds in natural resource
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management and currently serve in natural resource management roles within their
organizations.
Private organizations primarily manage natural and cultural resources together
and believe that these resources should be managed together. Most follow federal
regulations, but not all maintain written guidelines for resource management. Some
respondents use their academic training as the foundation for their management practices.
Those that have written resource guidelines are split between having separated guidelines
and integrated guidelines for resource management. There were a wide variety of
responses to what written management guidelines focus on: some organizations’
guidelines focus primarily on natural resources, while others have equal amounts of
guidelines for natural and cultural resources, though the majority do not know what the
division between the focus of guidelines is. Respondents were split between seeing a
balance between natural and cultural resource management within their organizations;
most prioritize natural resources when issues arise, and the majority of private
organization respondents stated that natural resources should remain the priority for their
organization. However, there was an equal split in the responses for the allocation of
personnel to each resource type. An equal number of respondents stated that their
organizations either use the same management policies and the same personnel for each
resource or that their organizations use the same personnel but maintain different policies
for resources. Private organization respondents as a whole did not know how their
organizations’ annual budgets were divided between natural and cultural resources or
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what percentage of staff members performed resource management duties at the time of
the survey.
In terms of their personal perceptions, the majority of private organization
respondents saw no noticeable changes to resource policies over the course of their
organization’s history. Similar to the responses from public organizations, they see major
differences in management priorities and practices between public and private
organizations but agree that both organizations manage the same types of natural and
cultural resources. However, private organization respondents articulated that natural and
cultural resources should be maintained by different personnel who have separate
academic or professional training for each resource.
Despite the results of this comparative analysis showing that private and public
organizations do manage natural and cultural resources separately, there were some
similarities between public and private Lowcountry organizations. The majority of each
operate and manage their landscapes in Charleston county and have annual operating
budgets that exceed $500,000. Both types of organizations view landscapes in similar
ways, choosing similar amounts of NPS cultural landscape typology choices. They also
both identified similar amounts of natural and cultural resources, defining each resource
in analogous ways. Finally, every respondent from both public and private organizations
shared that they were interested in seeing how future natural and cultural resource
management education could be combined to result in new unified resource personnel
positions.
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CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSION

In the SCETV 2006 documentary Saving Sandy Island, Penn Center director
emeritus Emory Campbell described the community response to developers’ plans for
building a bridge from the mainland to Sandy Island, the largest undeveloped freshwater
island on the east coast and located in Georgetown County, South Carolina. This island
was founded by freedmen and remains a stronghold of Gullah culture and community
today. Community members from the island attended a public meeting held by the local
conservationists about development plans for the island, and it was during this meeting
that the community learned which resource had been prioritized by the council: the redcockaded woodpecker. After hearing this, Campbell says he raised a question in his
remarks on whether people were “…more concerned about red-cockaded woodpeckers
than…those humans living on the island.”94 Throughout the documentary, representatives
from land conservation groups speak about the benefits of buying Sandy Island not for its
cultural resources, but for the resulting protections for the red-cockaded woodpecker
species, along with wetlands and other natural resources. This juxtaposition between
prioritizing the natural resources of Sandy Island versus the cultural resource of a living
Gullah community speaks to the inherent differences in how public and private
organizations make management choices based on resource priorities, and how those
choices can have major effects on resources relegated to the sidelines.

94

Newman, Betsy, Beryl Dakers, and Anita Singleton-Prather, Saving Sandy Island, Columbia, S.C.:
SCETV, 2006, documentary.
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Natural and cultural resources serve as invaluable markers of the ecological and
cultural changes that the South Carolina Lowcountry has experienced over the past three
centuries. The management of each type of resource strongly impacts how humans
engage with and interpret the land around them, and in turn imbue it with meaning. When
the management of these resources becomes the responsibility of public and private
organizations, their relationship with each other and with the land they manage becomes
especially important. This study performed a comparative analysis between public and
private organizations in order to understand how these organizations are currently
managing natural and cultural resources in the South Carolina Lowcountry.
Chapter two introduced the concepts of the “cultural landscape” typology and its
rise in academic theory and practice in the 20th century. Historical precedents set by
public and private organizations were explained, starting with the passing of federal laws
and acts that engage with the natural landscape and its cultural features, and later the
acceptance and preservation of cultural landscapes. In a parallel comparison to the
trajectories of public organizations and their management practices, the history of private
land ownership and the rise of privately-maintained plantation landscapes after the Civil
War showed how natural resources were the priority as a result of increased demands for
agricultural production immediately after the Civil War. The preservation of these
landscapes, however, truly arose as a result of the demand for landscapes that combined
the cultural heritage of rice production with the natural wetland ecosystem that provided
habitats for waterfowl, thus combining the perception of some resources as both natural
and cultural. At the end of the 20th century, there was a steady increase in the number of
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private organizations being established for private land management, while public
organizations rewrote and adapted their precedent statutes to better incorporate new
understandings of cultural landscapes and cultural resources.
The methodology for this thesis was people-focused from the beginning. In order
to best understand the comparison between natural and cultural resource management,
speaking to people navigating within the natural and cultural resource fields is vital.
Choosing to send a quantitative-based survey and a supplemental qualitative-based
interview allowed for a more in-depth comparison of the data, as opposed to analyzing
only aggregated quantitative data without the nuances and perceptions of people. The
data was collected through the spring of 2022, with in-person interviews conducted
almost every day at the end of March and throughout April.
The data collection and analysis was performed using aggregate data collected
from the survey and interview responses. The primary goal in analyzing the data was to
make a comparison between public and private organizations and how they manage
natural and cultural resources. This comparison showed that public organizations as a
whole manage their resources separately, while private organizations manage their
resources in a more unified way. This study also showed that private organizations
prioritize natural resources more frequently over cultural resources, while public
organizations have more balanced approaches to natural and cultural resource
management.
Overall, there are more similarities between the structural characteristics for
public and private organizations in the Lowcountry than was initially predicted. Each
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have wide varieties of periods of establishment, and their operation locations in the nine
counties, locations of managed landscapes, and number of managed properties are all
distributed in similar patterns when compared. Both types of organizations define their
landscapes using similar cultural landscape definitions, and both recognize the same
types of cultural and natural resources found most frequently in their landscapes. The
major differences between organizations arise in the analysis of management practices
and allocation of resources. More public organizations maintain written guidelines for
their resources than private organizations as a whole. There is an even split between the
responses to the question regarding the separate management of natural and cultural
resources: the percentage of public organizations managing their resources separately is
the same percentage of private organizations managing their resources together. Public
organizations maintain separate management guidelines for each resource, and private
organizations are split evenly between maintaining separate or combined resource
guidelines. Public organizations use different guidelines and different staff personnel to
manage natural and cultural resources. Private organizations, in comparison, show an
even distribution of percentage of responses for using the same policies and personnel
and different policies but the same personnel for resource management. Finally, when it
comes to allocation of resources, both organization types show that on average, more
organizations have budgets that exceed $500,000 annually. Despite the majority of public
organizations maintaining separate resource guidelines and managing their resources
separately, the majority of organizations only allocate between 0-19% of their annual
operating budget to cultural resource management, as opposed to the majority allocating
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between 80-100% of their budgets to natural resource management. The majority of
private organization respondents did not know the percentage of annual budget allocation
to natural resources or cultural resources, but the majority of organizations do allocate
between 20-100% of their annual budgets, respectively. The majority of public and
private organizations alike do not know what percentage of organization staff perform
resource management duties.
These differences in management practices and subsequent allocation of resources
are tied to the histories and frameworks that guide each organization. Public
organizations are federally mandated through codified regulations to address both types
of resources in their management guidelines and implementations, regardless of their
status as natural or cultural resource organizations. These codified regulations, however,
are themselves separated between natural and cultural resources; it can be inferred that
this is the reason for why the majority of public organizations in this study manage
natural and cultural resources separately. While private organizations do recognize
federal regulations and guidelines, they are not as strictly held to the regulatory
frameworks of Section 106 or NEPA or mandated to address both types of resources
when managing their landscapes. Their priorities historically lie in the management of
natural resources for the conservation of land, with cultural resources serving as
supplemental supporting features for this purpose.
This study is significant for many reasons. This comparative analysis study of
public and private organizations is the first of its kind in the Lowcountry. The findings
from this study show how public and private organizations are operating diverse
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landscapes with diverse resources in nine South Carolina counties today. These findings
are valuable for both public and private organizations operating in the Lowcountry. It is
therefore recommended that public and private organizations use this study to facilitate
dialogues between each other to discuss natural and cultural resource management on
their managed landscapes. Organizations can use this study to assess and possibly
reinterpret their organizations’ mission statements or guiding philosophies, to better
incorporate resources together under one umbrella of management guidelines. Staff
members can work in more collaborative ways through serving in roles that blend the
management of both resources, so that people can provide more valuable insights to each
other on the resource management they are trained in and likewise absorb new
information about the resources they do not necessarily have background knowledge in.
Organizations can reevaluate how resources like budget funds and personnel are allocated
to each resource, especially to address impending environmental issues like climate
change, and perform more comprehensive cost analyses to address future organizational
costs and benefits that may be associated with changes to management practices and
guiding principles. Understanding how public and private organizations manage
landscapes and their resources can allow for organizational dialogue about resource
management, how different organizations can benefit from and provide resources or
support to others who may be handling similar resource types, operating with similar
annual budgets or total acres of land, or who may even just exist in the same county with
each other.
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After months of collecting survey responses, traveling across the Lowcountry to
interview respondents, and comparing public and private organizational data, there is one
major recommendation that I have as a result of this study. I believe that a balanced
resource management style is best for addressing natural and cultural resources on
Lowcountry landscapes. These landscapes have a diverse amount of both natural and
cultural resources. Some of these cultural resources, like rice fields, are currently
managed by organizations as natural resources to promote healthy wildlife habitats and
ecological development. Other natural resources, like loblolly pine stands, exist because
of human interventions to transform the Lowcountry landscape for agricultural pursuits
and wildlife protection, resulting in tangible cultural resources like logging settlements,
transportation paths, and bird boxes that indicate the locations of endangered bird species.
Natural and cultural resources are intrinsically tied together in the history of the
Lowcountry and should be assessed and addressed as such in management practices
produced and implemented by both public and private organizations operating here.
Organizations who participated in this study all indicated in their last interview question
that there was a need for special programs or training resources that facilitated the
combined management of natural and cultural resources. The first step to addressing this
need and beginning the process of combining the management of resources is to
reevaluate current organizational guidelines and practices to see where balance is needed.

Areas of Further Research
Due to the time constraints of this study, not every Lowcountry organization was
represented in the collected data sample. To allow for an even more comprehensive
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understanding of current natural and cultural resource management practices
implemented by public and private organizations, organizations should continue to be
regularly surveyed annually. This will allow for trends in management practices and
resource allocation that are currently unseen to show in the collected data. Widening the
boundaries of the survey to include more South Carolina counties could be done to create
an analysis of resource management comparisons across the state, because there are
multiple represented organizations who manage properties outside of the scope of this
study.
The most important area of further research involves analyzing the diversity of
organizational outreach and influence. Communities that have historically managed
natural and cultural resources in the Lowcountry include the Gullah community and
Black settlement communities scattered across the counties. These community groups
provide invaluable insight into the historic uses of resources like waterways, oral
traditions, and cultural landscapes. They serve as keepers of the Lowcountry’s heritage
and have direct ties to the uses and changes of the cultural landscapes represented here.
An additional area of further research is the environmental impact that climate
change is having on natural and cultural resources. A major topic of conversation brought
up after interviews with interview subjects was the changes to their organization’s
landscapes that are results of changing water levels, flooding events, and damages due to
heightened intensity weather events. The relationship between climate change and natural
and cultural resources is seen most dramatically on landscapes that are experiencing these
rapid changes. There are a total of 236,112 acres of rice fields spread across 160 miles of
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the South Carolina Lowcountry coastline.95 Despite the wetland restoration projects that
have occurred since the 1970s, rising sea levels are threatening the Lowcountry’s coastal
wetland systems, a majority of which are composed of those historic rice fields. With
rising sea levels comes saltwater, which is slowly destroying freshwater wetland systems.
These wetlands in turn are migrating further inland, which impacts the established forest
communities that exist.96 Mapping the changes over time of features like embankments,
impoundment areas, soil erosion, and impacts to vegetation and habitats can be very
useful data for identifying areas with losses of integrity and hazardous landscape areas
formed as a result of storm damage, as well as identifying trends in patterns that can be
predicted to occur repeatedly or have a higher impact on certain resources or areas of the
landscape.
Through a collaborative effort, the State of South Carolina Department of
Transportation and the Nature Conservancy were able to purchase the entirety of Sandy
Island, three years after the initial development plan was proposed. After this purchase,
state and private funding and labor were allocated to not only the protection of the natural
resources, but also to sustain and empower the living, thriving island community of
Gullah descendants. Emory Campbell later remarks in the documentary that Sandy
Island’s story could become a prototype for how people can “use these two components,
people and environment,” to form an “economy” of natural and cultural resources that
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Hanks, R.D.; Baldwin, R.F.; Folk, T.H.; Wiggers, E.P.; Coen, R.H.; Gouin, M.L.; Agha, A.; Richter,
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mutually benefit each other.97 This study is the culmination of a year’s worth of work
centered around comparing public and private organizations. My hope is that this study
results in the renewed engagement of public and private organizations with their
landscapes, their landscape resources, and with each other, for the benefit of every type
of resource, from red-cockaded woodpeckers to Gullah descendants.

97

Newman, Saving Sandy Island, 2006, documentary.
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Appendix A
Natural and Cultural Resource Management Survey Questions

Question
Number
1
2
3

4

5*

6

7

8

Question
Required
participant
consent.
What is the
name of your
organization?
In which South
Carolina
county is your
organization
based? Please
check all that
apply.
What year was
your
organization
established?
Is your
organization
publicly or
privately
operated?
Which range
best describes
your annual
operating
budget?
How many
properties does
your
organization
manage?
What is the
total acreage of
land managed

Qualitative or
Quantitative
N/A

N/A

N/A

Quantitative

Name

Fill in the
blank

Quantitative

Location

Multiple
choice,
multiple
answer

Quantitative

Year the
organization
was started

Fill in the
blank

Quantitative

Operation

Multiple
choice

Quantitative

Operating
budget

Multiple
choice

Quantitative

Number of
properties

Fill in the
blank

Quantitative

Land acreage

Fill in the
blank
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Information

Form

9

10

11

by your
organization?
Where are
these
landscapes
located? Please
check all
counties that
apply.
Below are the
four types of
cultural
landscapes
established by
the National
Park Service’s
Guidelines for
the Treatment
of Cultural
Landscapes.
How would
you define the
properties
managed by
your
organization?
Please check
all that apply.
If you have
other
categories,
please check
“Other” and
describe.
Does your
organization
maintain any
written
policies,
protocols, or
plans that
apply or
reference to
natural and/or

Quantitative

Location

Multiple
choice,
multiple
answer

Qualitative

Defining
landscapes
managed by
the
organization

Multiple
choice,
multiple
answer, with a
fill in the blank
option

Quantitative

Confirmation
of written
policies

Multiple
choice
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12

13*

14

15

cultural
resource
management?
Does your
organization
manage natural
and cultural
resources on its
properties
separately?
Does your
organization
maintain
separate
natural and
cultural
resource
management
guidelines?
How are
natural and
cultural
resources
managed on
your
organization’s
properties?
Please select
any of the
following
cultural
resources that
are present on
the properties
managed by
your
organization.
Examples
include
buildings,
structures,
archaeological
sites, etc.

Quantitative

Separation of
physical
resource
management

Multiple
choice

Quantitative

Confirmation
of separate or
integrated
management
guidelines

Multiple
choice

Qualitative

Management
practices

Multiple
choice

Quantitative

Presence of
cultural
resources

Multiple
choice,
multiple
answer, with a
fill in the blank
option
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16

17

18

19

20

Please select
any of the
following
natural
resources
present on the
properties that
are managed
by your
organization.
How would
you describe
the
organization's
written
guidelines
regarding
management
practices for
cultural and
natural
resources?
What
percentage of
your annual
budget is
allocated to
natural
resource
management?
What
percentage of
your annual
budget is
allocated to
cultural
resource
management?
What
percentage of
your
organization’s
staff members
perform natural

Quantitative

Presence of
natural
resources

Multiple
choice,
multiple
answer, with a
fill in the blank
option

Qualitative

Description of
written policies

Multiple
choice

Quantitative

Percentage of
annual budget

Multiple
choice

Quantitative

Percentage of
annual budget

Multiple
choice

Quantitative

Percentage of
staff
performing
management
duties

Fill in the
blank
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21

and/or cultural
resource
management
duties? If
unknown,
please write
unknown.
Are you
interested in
being
interviewed by
Patricia Ploehn
after
submitting
your survey? If
yes, please
provide an
email or
telephone
number where
you can be
reached.

N/A

Requesting
follow-up
interview

* Indicates a Qualtrics “forced” question requiring a response from participants.
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Yes or no
choice, with
fill in the blank
connected to
“Yes” option

Appendix B
Natural and Cultural Resource Management Interview Questions

1. How long have you been with the organization you currently work for?
2. How would you define the term “landscape”?
3. How would you describe the management philosophy/philosophies currently
being implemented by your organization?
4. Have there been noticeable changes in policies for natural and cultural resource
management over time?
5. Do you feel that there is a balancing of natural and cultural resource management
in your organization?
6. Do you think there should be a general balance between natural and cultural
resource management?
7. Do you think natural and cultural resources should be managed separately, or
together?
8. Do you see a noticeable difference in management practices between public and
private organizations, based on your experience?
9. Do you think there could or should be co-management of natural and cultural
resources?
10. Do you think that there is a need for specialized staff knowledge or education for
the combined management of natural and cultural resources?
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